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EXHIBIT 1

Supreme Court of Jflorida

THURSDAY, MAY 6, 2021

CASE NO.: SC21-515

Lower Tribunal No(s).:

4D21 546; 4D21-663; 062018MM002120A88820;
18002120MM10A; 062021CA000127AXXXCE

KEVIN TYRELL BEACH vs. STATE OF FLORIDA

Petitioner(s) Respondent(s)

The petition for a writ of mandamus is hereby dismissed.
See Mathews v. Crews, 132 So. 3d 776 (Fla. 2014). Any motions or
other requests for relief are hereby denied. No motion for rehearing
or reinstatement will be entertained by this Court.

LABARGA, LAWSON, MUNIZ, COURIEL, and GROSSHANS, JJ.,
concur.

A True Copy
Test:

o
John A, Towiasino
Clerk, Supreme Court

Ic

Served:
ERICA ARBOLEYA JOHN W. RESNIK III
KEVIN TYRELL BEACH LISA V. STEWART

HON. LONN WEISSBLUM, CLERK
HON. BRENDA D. FORMAN, CLERK

[ —



IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA
FOURTH DISTRICT, 110 SOUTH TAMARIND AVENUE, WEST PALM BEACH, FL 33401

March 18, 2021

CASE NO.: 4D21-0546
L.T. No.: 18002120MMZ20A

KEVIN TYRELL BEACH' v. 17TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT COURT, and
STATE OF FLORIDA

Appellant / Petitioner(s) Appellee / Respondent(s)

BY ORDER OF THE COURT:

ORDERED that petitioner's February 22, 2021 motion for rehearing, written opinion, and
certification is denied.

. Served:

cc. Attomey General-W.P.B. Kevin Tyrell Beach

kr

LONN WE}ISSB{.UM; Clerk
Fourth District Court of Appeal
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA

FOURTH DISTRICT, 110 SOUTH TAMARIND AVENUE, WEST PALM BEACH, FL 33401

February 16, 2021 ‘

CASE NO.: 4D21-0546, 4D21-0663 |
L.T. No.: 18002120MM20A, ‘
18002120MM10A,
CACE21-000127 ‘

"KEVIN TYRELL BEACH v. 17TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT COURT, and
STATE OF FLORIDA

Appellant / Petitioner(s) Appellee / Respondent(s) ‘

BY ORDER OF THE COURT:

ORDERED that this court consolidates the above cases for review. The petitions for
writ of prohibition are dismissed. Petitioner may raise the claims on direct appeal following
disposition of the pending lower court case LT18-2120MM.

GERBER, CONNER and ARTAU, JJ., concur.

Served:

cc. Attorney General-W.P.B. Kevin Tyrell Beach State Attorney-Broward
Clerk Broward Hon. Robert Diaz

kk

LONN WEISSBLUM, Clerk P o
Fourth District Court of Appeal o imE AR
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Filing # 120105576 E-Filed 01/22/2021 04:33:04 PM

EXHIBIT 5

RECEIVED, 01/22/2021 04:33:31 PM, Clerk, Fourth District Court of Appeal

IN THE FORTH DISTRICT COURT OF APPEALS
IN AND FOR THE STATE OF FLORIDA

KEVIN TYRELL BEACH, | . L.T Case No: 18002120MM20A

Petitioner,

V.

LOWER TRIBUNAL (Representative: Honorable Fred Seraphin) and
STATE OF FLORIDA (Representative: ASA John Resnik),

Respondents. /

PETITION FOR WRIT OF PROHIBITION
_ Petitioner, Kevin Tyrell Beach (“Mr. Beach™), petitions this Court to issue a
Writ of Prohibition, precluding jurisdiction in the County Court (“Lower
Tribunal”) of the 17% Judicial Circuit in and for Broward County, pursuant to
Florida Rule of Appellate Procedure 9.100, 9.030(c)(2) and (c)(3), and as grounds

would show:

This petition seeks an order directed to a lower tribunal. This petition is also
accompanied by an appendix, as prescribed by rule 9.220. This petition does
contain references to the appropriate pages of the supporting appendix. (please see

appendix).




BASIS FOR THIS COURT’S JURISDICTION

This Court has original jurisdiction under Fla.R. App. P. 9.030(c)(2) and (c)(3) to

enter a Writ of Prohibition. Prohibition exists only to prevent a court from acting in

circumstances. It can only grant prohibition to prevent something that has not been

|
excess of its jurisdiction. Prohibition is an extraordinary remedy for extraordinary :
done yet. In addition, the petitioner must show (1) there are no disputed facts and
|
|

(2) the lower tribunal has no jurisdiction to do what the petitioner is trying to

prevent. l

NATURE OF THE RELIEF SOUGHT

|

\
Petitioner, Mr. Beach seeks a Writ of Prohibition from this Court precluding ‘

|
prosecution, and the exercise of jurisdiction in the lower tribunal in the County
Court of the 17% District, pursuant to the Double Jeopardy Clause of the Fifth ‘
Amendment to the United States Constitution, Florida's Double Jeopardy Clause,
found in article 1, section 9 of its Constitution, and respectfully moves for this

court to make a full “standing inquiry”. The lower tribunal has no jurisdiction to

exercise over this case. The facts presented herein, are undisputed.




OVERVIEW

The lower tribunal does not have jurisdiction to proceed with the case set forth in

this petition. The lower tribunal has failed to remove the double jeopardy bar--
required by law, before declaring a mistrial, in which was induced by its own bad

faith conduct. The lower tribunal was required to present, or be presented with a

manifest necessity (justification), or receive intelligent, voluntary consent by the
petitioner. The lower tribunal has not been presented any legal justification of
manifest necessity, or any legal voluntary, or intelligent consent before declaring
a mistrial. Thus, failing to remove the Double Jeopardy prohibition bar, before
declaring a mistrial. Therefore, the lower tribunal is prohibited from exercising
jurisdiction in the case set forth in this petition. The lower tribunal has no

jurisdiction to exercise over this case. The facts presented herein, are undisputed.

FACTS
In the course of the prosecution in this lower tribunal case, the petitioner requested
“standby counsel” on numerous occasions as reflected on the record, of January
315, 2019. Judge Diaz in the lower tribunal denied the petitioners requests—

alleging that it would not be fair to an attorney, because they cannot really

3|Page



represent the petitioner and have a license to protect. See Appendix: Record

trial occurred after a jury was impaneled and sworn in, by Judge Robert Diaz. The

Citation- 4 (line 21-24), and Record Citation- 5 (line 1-3). On March 20™, 2019, a |
petitioner was unrepresented by an attorney throughout his trial. During the trial .;
the petitioner invoked his right to an attorney, after he struggled to present his case

in 1ts best presentable fashion. See Appendix: Record Citation- 6 (line 22-25). !
During the trial the petitione; begs for an attorney because he does not know how |
to proceed. See Appendix: Record Citation- 7 (line 10-16... and again on line 19-

24). The Assistant State Attorney requested that the lower tribunal to conduct a

Faretta Inquiry. See Appendix: Record Citation -8 (line 1-3). The lower tribunal

refused to cbnduct a Faretta Inquiry at that subsequent and crucial stage of the

proceeding. The lower tribunal demonstrated his belief that a manifest necessity

for a mistrial has not occurred in the above case. See Appendix: Record Citation- 8

(line 4-6). The petitioner once again asserts that he needs representation of an

attorney and a professional eye on his case. See Appendix: Record Citation-10 (line

8-15). The lower tribunal asserted that it wouldn’t be fair for an éttomey to be

appointed in the middle of the petitioner’s trial. See Appendix: Record Citation -11

(line 2-9). The lower tribunal seems to be asserting that the petitioner was not

4|Page



entitled to his right to counsel-—whether the petitioner was in jeopardy or not. The

lower tribunal appears to be more concerned about fairness and protection of
attorney, ov'er the petitioner’s double jeopardy rights. The lower tribunal refused to
appoint the petitioner with counsel and failed to present any other alternatives to

- remedy the prejudice of removing the petitioner’s right to attorney (ex. providing
counsel or removing the jeopardy pursuant to Florida Rules of Criminal Procedure
Rule 3.111 b 1). The record reflects that the iower tribunal has demonstrated that
the-- trial was incomplete because the alleged victim never testified. See Appendix:
Record Citation-12 (line 22-23). The lower tribunal thereafter attempted to
negotiate a plea bargain with the petitioner without an attorney present. The lower
tribunal offered an adjudication followed by 20 days in Broward County Jail. The
petitioner rejected the offer and asserted he wanted his adjudication to come from a
particular tribunal (jury). See Appendix: Record Citation -13 (line 8-13). The
petitioner requested to finish the trial with an attorney present so he can properly
appeal if necessary, and the lower tribunal denied that request. See Appendix:
Record Citation-14 (line 1-12). It appears the lower tribunal attempted to goad the

layman petitioner into unintelligently-- consenting to a mistrial without the

presence of an attorney. The lower tribunal presented the defendant a “Hobson

g,l page‘ e e e =




Choice” and refused to allow the petitioner, to invoke his right to counsel. The

lower tribunal induces a declaration of a mistrial as the ultimate alternative-- to
remedy the petitioner’s entitlement of his right to an attorney. The lower tribunal
declared a mistrial. See Appendix: Record Citation -16 (line 6-9). The lower
tribunal explains why he declared a mistrial. See Appendix: Record Citation -17
(line 19-25). The record doesn’t reflect if the petitioner consented to a mistrial

intel]igentljr , voluntarily, or conferred with, nor enjoved his right to an

attorney. The record does not reflect the state objecting or meeting the burden of
proving a manifest necessity for a mistrial was necessary. The petitioner has not
enjoyed his valued right to a particular tribunal. This right was not enjoyed due to
the “Bad Faith” conduct of the lower tribunal. The lower tribunal repeatedly denied
the petitioner’s request for standby counsel. The lower tribunal’s own bad faith
conduct resulted in a mistrial-- simply because the petitioner invoked his right to
counsel. The lower tribunal did not legally remove any double jeopardy bar before
declaring a mistrial. The petitioner simply invoked his right to an attorney. The
lower tribunal has attempted to obtain evidence of consent, by initiating “crucial
confrontation”, with the petitioner outside the presence of his attorney. The lower

tribunal denied the petitioner of his right to an attorney. The lower tribunal

é I.P .a.g..e,. e
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removed the petitioner’s ability to rely on the effective assistance, and competent
advice of an attorney. The lower tribunal failed to conduct a Faretta Inquiry. The
lower tribunal failed to protect the rights of the petitioner before declaring a
mistrial. The lower tribunal does not present any legal justification, or any legal
consent—which is necessary to remove the double jeopardy prohibition bar, before
declaring a mistrial. On March 31%, 2020 the Florida Supreme Court issued an
executive order, appointing the Honorable Fred Seraphin to preside over the case.
The lower tribunal has no jurisdiction to exercise over this case. The facts

presented herein, are undisputed.

MEMORANDUM OF LAW

Standby counsel is to advise and aid a Defendant if, anld when the Defendant
requests help, and to be available to represent the Defendant in the event that
termination of the Defendant's self-representation is necessary. As "standby
counsel," the appointed éounsel should continue to be involved in the trial process
to the extent that a delay or continuance will not be required in the event that
termination of the Defendant's self-representation is necessary. See Behr v. Bell,

646 So. 2d 837 — Fla: Dist. Court of Appeals, 1°* Dist. 1994. A judge should use

7 MI P amge e o e e
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caution in denying standby counsel, because a defendant may waive the right to

self-representation if the defendant later abandons his or her initial request to

proceed pro se. Brown v. Wainwright, 665 F.2d 607, 611 (5th Cir. 1982). Bad faith

is presented when standby counsel is denied upon request and later becomes the

result of a mistrial. A defendant that invokes his right to counsel—becomes

protected by that right. The Court and the State cannot initiate any crucial

confrontation with a defendant without his attorney present. Any evidence obtained

by the Court or the State-- in violation of this right cannot be used and is

impermissible as a matter of law. To invoke the right to counsel, a person must

“unambiguously” request the presence of an attorney. When an accused invokes

the right to a lawyer by requesting counsel; Neither the police nor the judge

differentiate between constitutional sources of the right to counsel or announce

which constitutional provision is affected at any given stage of the proceedings.

There is no explanation, for example, that the right to counsel during interrogations

may exist simultaneously under both section 9 and section 16 of the constitution.

The right to this assistance obviously continues throughout the defendant's :
|
i

detention. When the initial restraint becomes a court case, the accused is then

entitled under article I, section 16 to a lawyer's assistance, not only during

8[Page
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custodial interrogation but also throughout any and all necessary stages of the case.

Once the right to counsel has attached and a lawyer has been requested

or retained, the State may not initiate any crucial confrontation with the defendant
on that charge in the absence of counsel throughout the period of prosecution. both
section 9 and section 16 of the constitution. Evidence obtained by the State in

contravention of these guidelines violate the Florida Constitution and may not be

used by the State. See Traylor v. State, 596 So. 2d 957 - Fla: Supreme Court 1992.
The Counsel Clause of the Florida Constitution is contained in Section 16 of our
Declaration of Rights, which provides in part-- In all criminal prosecutions the
accused shall, upon demand, ... have the right ... to be heard in person, by counsel
or both... .Art. I, § 16, Fla. Const. Our state clause embodies an express right to
choose the manner of representing oneself — either pro se or through counsel —
against criminal charges. In Cutts v. State, 54 Fla. 21, 45 So. 491 (1907), this
Court ruled that "[e]very person accused of crinie has a right to have counsel to aid
him in his defense, but no one is compelled to émploy counsel." the defendant is

entitled to decide at each crucial stage of the proceedings whether he or she

requires the assistance of counsel. At the commencement of each such stage,

an unrepresented defendant must be informed of the right to counsel and the

consequences of waiver. Any waiver of this right must be knowing, intelligent,

9|Page
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and voluntary, and courts generally will indulge every reasonable presumption
against waiver of this fundamental right. Where the right to counsel has been
properly waived, the State may proceed with the stage in issue; but the waiver

applies only to the present stage and must be renewed at each subsequent

crucial stage where the defendant is unrepresented. The text of our Florida

Constitution begins with a Declaration of Rights — a series of rights so basic that
‘the ﬁamers of our Constitution accorded them a place of special privilege. Each
right is, in fact, a distinct freedom guaranteed to each Floridian against government
intrusion. Each right operates in favor of the individual, against government. The
Sixth Amendment guarantees the assistance of counsel in criminal proceedings. If
a defendant can’t afford to hire an attorney, the court will appoint one at the
government’s expense. A mistrial is required as a matter of law to be justified

and consensual -- in order to remove the jeopardy attached in a trial of a

particular tribunal. The law requires a manifest necessity stated and the burden
of it proven 1n order to remove the jeopardy or at least a showing that the
defendant was never in jeopardy. A showing in Taylorfv. State, 811 So. 2d 803 —
Fla: Dist. Court of Appeals, 1st Dist. 2002 supports the following: The Supreme

Court held that “[b]y failing to consider and reject all possible alternatives to a

mistrial, including a continuance, the trial judge did not meet the requirement of

miOIPage
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manifest necessity and double jeopardy barred retrial... We agree, grant the

petition, and remand to the trial court with directions to grant Taylor's motion to
dismiss. We find that the state has also failed to meet its burden in the instant
matter. No “manifest necessity” was shown with regard to a mistrial in Taylor's
case under the facts presented to the court at the time. Accordingly, Taylor's
motion to dismiss on double jeopardy grounds should have been granted. In United
States v. Jorn, 400 U.S. 470 (1971): “The Court in Jorn, in holding that
re-prosecution of the defendant in that case was barred, focused particularly on the
trial judge's failure to evaluate other alternatives, including a trial continuance,
before declaring a mistrial. The Court stated: It is apparent from the record that no
consideration was given to the possibility of a trial continuance”. It seems
abundantly apparent that the trial judge made no effort to exercise a sound
discretion to assure that a mistrial was a manifest necessity. The State must
demonstrate "manifest necessity"” for the mistrial, a requirement that has been part
of this country's jurisprudence since 1824. United States v. Perez, 22 U.S. (9
Wheat.) 579, 580, 6 L.Ed. 165 (1824). The manifest necessity standard must be

applied on a case-by-case basis and cannot be applied mechanically. See,
€.g., Arizona v. Washington. The double jeopardy provision of the Florida

Constitution requires a trial judge to consider and reject all possible alternatives

11]Page
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before declaring a mistrial under the provision of Art. I, § 9, Fla. Const. Jorn;

Perez: “To put it directly, the correct legal principle is that a trial judge may not- !
declare a mistrial — free of double jeopardy consequences... The alleged inability

to proceed may not be based solely, or even substantially, on the subjective

impressions of the trial judge, and it must be such that it cannot be cured or

avoided by another alternative.” Thomason v. State, 620 So. 2d 1234 — Fla:

Supreme Court 1993 states: “The wishes of the defendant to continue the trial

must control when manifest necessity has not been demonstrated, Dinitz; Jorn, and I
doubts about whether the mistrial declaration was appropriate should be resolved

in favor of the liberty of the citizen. Downum. In this case, because the judge failed

to consider and reject alternatives, manifest necessity did not exist. The defendant

strongly expressed his desire to continue the trial. Thus, the trial judge erred in

declaring a mistrial. ” The Double Jeopardy Clause would also prevent the State

from retrying a defendant where it is established that the judge or prosecutor,by
his or her own egregious conduct, caused the defendant to move for a mistrial.
However, retrial is barred where the error that prompted the mistrial is intended to
provoke a mistrial or is motivated by bad faith or undertaken to harass or
prejudice the defendant United States v. Dinitz, 424 U. S. 600, 611 . . . (1976).
Accord, State v. Rathbun, 37 Or. App. 259, 586 P. 2d 1136 (1978), reversed on
other grounds, 287 Or. 421, [600] P. 2d [329] (1979)." Id., at 417-418, 619 P. 2d,

at 949. In Oregon v. Kennedy, the United States Supreme Court held where it can

12 ipaé e -
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be shown that the prosecution's "conduct giving rise to the successful motion for a
mistrial was intended to provoke the defendant into moving for a mistrial...."Only
where the governmental conduct in question is intended to “goad' the defendant
into moving for a mistrial may a defendant raise the bar of double jeopardy to a
second trial after having succeeded in aborting the first on his own motion."
Oregon v. Kennedy, 456 U.S. 667, 102 S.Ct. 2083, 72 L.Ed.2d 416

(1982) As stated by the United States Supreme Court in Kennedy, "[The Double
Jeopardy Clause] bars retrials where “bad-faith conduct by judge or proée’cutor,'
threatens the ‘[h]arassment of an accused by successive prosecutions or declaration
of a mistrial so as to afford the prosecution a more favorable opportunity to
convict' the defendant." United States v. Dinitz, 424 U. S., at 611. The language
just quoted would seem to broaden the test from one of intent to provoke a motion
for a mistrial to a more generalized standard of "bad faith conduct"” or "harassment"
on the part of the judge or prosecutor. It was upon this language that the Oregon
Court of Appeals apparently relied in concluding that the prosecutor's colloquy
with the expert witness in this case amount to "overreaching." To protect the
defendant from being placed in jeopardy twice—not only must it be justified but he
must also provide the court with consent. The defendant is required to consent

infelligently to a mistrial to adequately remove the double jeopardy bar. The

13|Page
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defendant must also have a voluntary choice when he consents intelligently to .

remove the Double Jeopardy Bar. State v. Graysbn, 90 So. 2d 710 - Fla:

Supreme Court 1956 States: A mistrial having therefore been granted without the
expressed consent of the accused and for a stated reason which we do not consider
to be legally sufficient to justify the granting of the motion without the consent of !
the accused, a subsequent trial for the same offenses would constitute double
jeopardy. In Allen v. State, 52 Fla. 1, 41 So. 593, it was held that the silence of the
defendant on trial for a crime or his failure to object or protest against an illegal
discharge of the jury before verdict does not constitute a consent to such discharge
of a jury. Such conduct by the accused is not a waiver of the constitutional
inhibition against a subsequent trial for the same offense after the improper
discharge of the jury. See also, State ex rel. Dato v. Himes, 134 Fla. 675, 184 So.
244; State ex rel. Alcala v. Grayson, 156 Fla. 435, 23 So.2d 484.Hence, although a
reviewing court may defer to the trial court's discretion to make a mistrial decision,
"[1]f the record reveals that the trial judge has failed to exercise the "sound
discretion' entrusted to him, the reason for such deference by an appellate court
disappears.” Arizona v. Washington, 434 U.S. at 510 n.28, 98 S.Ct. at 832 n.28. A

court in Minnesota has stated that a court has an obligation to lay a detailed and

complete record. showing that a defendant intelligently consented to the mistrial

14|Page
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with the unequivocal understanding that he was consenting to being tried a

second time. It was regrettable that a charge that all consider serious — ends on this

abrupt note. However, the constitutional prohibition against trying a defendant

twice for the same offense is fundamental, a sine qua non of American due process

standards. On that record, the interests of justice required that the defendant’s

conviction be reversed on the ground that his constitutional right against double

jeopardy was violated. The state argued that by failing to object to the state's

motion, Olson impliedly consented to the mistrial. The failure to object to a
mistrial may not, standing alone, constitute consent. It is simply a factor to be
considered. As a layman, the defendant could not possibly have understood the
import of failing to object to the prosecutor's request for a mistrial. He likely
assumed that he was bcttér off with a mistrial so he could get time to talk to an | ‘
attorney because the record shows that the district court and the prosecutor implied

to Olson that this mistrial was in the form of a continuance to help Olson with trial

able to declare a mistrial after the jury had been sworn and guarantee the state the
right to a second prosecution without his consent. See State v. Olson 609 N.W.2d

preparation. Olson had absolutely no idea that a district court judge might not be '
293 (2000). The Courts in Chapinoff v. State, 2 So. 3d 1080 - Fla: Dist. Court of

Appeals, 3rd Dist. 2009 presented that the consent must be_voluntary states to

15 | . p age_ e+« e o
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remove the double jeopardy bar. They expressed that providing a “hobson choice” ’
removes the defendants ability to make a voluntary decision: “Responding to such
a Hobson's choice is the absolute antithesis of the voluntary relinquishment of the
defendant's right to proceed before his chosen jury which is requin?d to obviate a
double jeopardy bar... Because the prosecution is therefore precluded by the
prohibition against being "subject for the same offense to be twice put in jeopardy
of life or limb," U.S. Const. amend. V, the convictions under review are reversed
with directions to discharge the defendant. Reversed.” The law requires an
intelligent, voluntary, consensual mistrial or otherwise it must be justified as a
manifest necessity in order to remove the double jeopardy bar before declaring a
mistrial otherwise a mistrial will prohibit a retrial on grounds of Double Jeopardy.
Failure to present a record demonstrating the required procedures will invoke the
constitutional protection against double jeopardy under the rule stated. See
Williams v. Grayson, 90 S0.2d 710 (Fla. 1956). The protection of an accused
against being twice put in jeopardy for the same offense is a right guaranteed by
both the Fifth Amendment to the United States Constitution and article I, section 9

of the Florida Constitution. Jeopardy attaches in a criminal proceeding when the

jury is impaneled and sworn. The reason that a defendant is put in jeopardy before

20



the trial ends with a verdict has been explained by the United States Supreme

Court as follows: “The underlying idea, one that is deeply ingrained in at least the
Anglo-American system of jurisprudence, is that the State with all its resources and
power should not be allowed to make repeated attempts to convict an individual for
an alleged offense, thereby subjecting him to embarrassment, expense and ordeal
and compelling him toliveina continuing state of anxiety and insecurity, as well

as enhancing the possibility that even though innocent he may be found guilty.”

ARGUMENT

The petitioner contends, that his mistrial does not present the evidence required—
to remove the Double Jeopardy prohibition bar attached in the Constitutions. The

record does not demonstrate or exhibit that the mistrial were of a manifest
necessity or consensual as a matter of law. The mistrial record demonstrates “bad

faith” conduct by the lower tribunal and no objections by the State. The lower
tribunal denied the petitioner’s request for a “standby counsel” to render hitﬁ

aid or to provide security that the petitioner would enjoy his right to a particular
tribunal. Regardless if the lower tribunal’s action[s] were intentional or not--it was
still in “bad faith”. The lower tribunal’s own actions could have been avoided if it

" was more focused on the petitioner’s rights and did not abuse it’s discretion. The

17|Page
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lower tribunal actions demonstrate that it had no interest in protecting the

petitioner’s rights. The layman petitioner simply invoked his right to counsel
during trial, after having trouble presenting evidence. The lower tribunal denied the
petitioner of his right to counsel. The lower tribunal initiated crucial confrontation
with the petitioner by attempting to negotiate a plea offer of 20 days in Broward
County Jail. The lower tribunal did not attempt to provide the petitioner with
counsel. The lower tribunal did not attempt to remove the jeopardy attached in the
trial prior to a mistrial. The lower tribunal was required, as a matter of law to
renew the petitioner’s waiver of an attorney by conducting a Faretta Hearing at
each subsequent and crucial stage of a proceeding. The lower tribunal has failed to
conduct a Faretta Hearing before the trial or before declaring a mistrial. The lower
tribunal was required, as a matter of law to inform the petitioner of his right to
counsel at each subsequent and crucial stage of the proceeding. The lower tribunal
has failed to do so. The lower tribunal was required as a matter of law-- to provide
counsel for the petitioner when the petitioner invoked his right to counsel. The
lower tribunal has failed to do so: The lower tribunal was required as a matter of
law to lay a detailed and complete record showing that the petitioner intelligently

consented to the mistrial with the unequivocal understanding that he was

18|Page
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consenting to being tried a second time. The lower tribunal has failed to do so. The

lower tribunal, as a matter of law is to ensure that the petitioner, consented to the
mistrial voluntarily. The lower tribunal has failed to do so. The lower tribunal was
required, as a matter of law, to refrain from obtaining evidence or consent-- in
absence of counsel-- from the layman petitioner, after his right to counsel has been

invoked. The lower tribunal has failed to do so. Any evidence or consent provided

\
by the petitioner in the absence of his attorney is inadmissible as a matter of law.
Therefore, the record provides no evidence of legal justification or consent to
remove the double jeopardy bar protecting the petitioner. The lower tribunal’s own
“bad faith” conduct resulted in a mistrial, without the removal of the Double
Jeopardy prohibition bar. The petitioner is therefore entitled to a double jeopardy

prohibition. Jeopardy was never removed before declaring a mistrial, as a

matter of law. Re-prosecution after a mistrial has unnecessarily, or improperly

been declared by the lower tribunal subjects the petitioner to the same personal
strain and insecurity regardless of the motivation underlying the lower tribunal’s
action. The erroneous conduct by the lower tribunal demonstrated the absolute
antithesis of the voluntary relinquishment (consent) of the petitioner’s right to

proceed before his chosen jury which is required to remove a double jeopardy

19|Page
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bar. The text of our Florida Constitution begins with a Declaration of Rights — a

series of rights so basic that the framers of our Constitution accorded them a place
of special privilege. Each right is, in fact, a distinct freedom guaranteed to each

Floridian against government intrusion. Each right operates in favor of the

individual, against government. The lower tribunal has no jurisdiction to exercise

over this case. The facts presented herein, are undisputed.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion the petitioner, respectfully requests this Honorable Court-- to honor
its oath in upholding the Constitution and the petitioner’s rights therein. The
petitioner seeks integrity in the justice system as well as peaceful compliance
within the law. The lower tribunal has no jurisdiction to exercise over this case.
The facts presented herein, are undisputed. The petitioner requests this Court to

issue the requested Writ of Prohibition without bias.
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the forgoing has been e-filed

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

through the filing portal and serviced to respondents and all participating parties, in [

regard to petition: The Honorable Fred Seraphin: fseraphin@jud11.flcourts.org, his

Judicial Assistant- Marie Thompson: mthompson@jud!1.flcourts.org, Assistant l

State Attorney- John Resnik: jresnik@saol7.state.fl.us, counsel Lisa Stewart:

lisavlaw(@gmail.com or Istewart@rc-4.com, and her secretary Daniel Roca:

droca@rc-4.com of Broward County, Florida, for Case # 18002120MM20A, on

January 227 | 2021.

CERTIFICATE OF FONT COMPLIANCE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the instant Petition complies with the font requirements

of Fla. R. App.P.9.100 (I). Times New Roman 14-point font.
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Phone: 954-210-2008
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EXHIBIT 6

IN THE FORTH DISTRICT COURT OF APPEALS
IN AND FOR THE STATE OF FLORIDA

KEVIN TYRELL BEACH, LT. CASE NO. 18-2120 MM20A
Petitioner,

Vs.

LOWER TRIBUNAL (Representative:
Honorable Fred Seraphin), and
STATE OF FLORIDA
(Representative: ASA John Resnik),

Respondents,

APPENDIX TO PETITIONER’S WRIT OF PROHIBITION

Petitioner, Kevin Tyrell Beach, submits this appendix to his Writ of Prohibition,
pursuant to Florida Rule of Appellate Procedure 9.220, If the petition seeks an
order directed to a lower tribunal, the petition shall be accompanied by an
appendix as prescribed by rule 9.220, and the petition shall contain references to

the appropriate pages of the supporting appendix.
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INDEX OF THE APPENDIX
Record Citation Description

3 Order of Mistrial

4-5 Defendants January 31%, 2019 Pretrial
Requests for Standby Counsel.

6-7 Defendants March 20%, 2019 Mid Trial
Invocation of his Right to an Attorney.

8 Judge Demonstrates his Belief that a “manifest
necessity” for a Mistrial Does Not Exist.

9 The Defendants Expresses the Anguish this
Case has caused.

10 The Defendant Explains Why he Needs an
Attorney.

11 Judge Denies Alternatives

12 Judge Expresses the Alleged Victim Failure to
Testify

13 Defendant Requests a Particular Tribunal
Gury).

14 Judge Gives Defendant a “Hobson Choice”
(goading)

15 Judge Wants Consent as an Alternative to a
Mistrial without the Defendants Attorney
Present

16 Mistrial Declared

17 Reason for Mistrial explained

2lPage T

27



Neees FILED? BROWARD CQUNTY, FL_Bfenda D. Forinan, cmméwzoxzow D537 AMBee S N
3 fx‘\ 137 AR = o
W ¢ & & & > 3
S = S
NS Js < ]& th Jud?c.al Cm:uit n and)fo?"BrowafJ“County@“ OF
L& in:th County ‘Court n ghd for Broward County” N
*“Sg\ [ . ; o~ "%‘ -S‘» é@ A”x‘%{ﬂ .
- - '\, \‘\"
AT S S S
: ’ | q‘»-- )
& ﬁwamc &Y & ORDERS
g q[{f] Other: O ‘Qgﬁ & b A :
\EQ‘. P AR m\\,\‘ S "(S:" P b : <
S : : R IS Sl , MB - B
S ggg STATE’Q”FFLOI;QAVS &‘3‘:‘ T %.@&‘ Q}\ , %‘ﬁ— CA%% NU EQS:;, S .@5’
”Q' "é‘ Q‘Q‘\ \h{‘:s' Ké‘sﬁ ’ “:}:\ ,\‘Q,) “{ aQ\L\ \/f\ ol QQ) a3, Y "’: s;’
s BEoeH KEir) S & o “#8@?-’“ JATIMIA . <
B LS *- e .&éﬁ“ ~$ A EFENDANT> ﬂ\% RS E s
& : 2 - |
@ A - ) . Q‘ *

N
//)
LY )
e v\.

<

S

MO

Qg,ﬁ

DA\Y(;.OF

%‘

\
\20 R
Qu

..«,.Q*

T |

AN M N




~ . - . ., ~, . \v . i 3 * h
& T ¥ Qg}*’ Q&' % o8 RN
&2 gh & TEE DEE‘ENDANT @Yeah oW .
S R Sor .
I O I A - S O A
¥ - _435‘«*’ MS,. %TERR%DES Ye%q, Yo;\;g}ﬁbn'or- Q’ ES
R I I 3(.55» o e& PO S
4 @\3 {é% THE (GOURT: %Okay L

e S b (:\) >
& ’sq@g“. 57 ¢&M§’ TE&RX?)BS @‘&Let me
BN S *3‘-“'.
X S\ $RAnt_ghe -~ <>“’x L
S P& & T ¢

&N : e TPE}{COURT % "Su _ oS _ A=
Q"\’ &Qié(\s“? 4\&\ s@ {“R \ng‘\‘} t Q\z”% . »\‘.?‘-" P '{"’ . \tgb Y
N Qﬁas JERRADES% —-‘Qghole %31* S
A PR S S R
$ QS';AE COURT 20}2*"1 3%_st?‘wa%t\¢to lg\gv-,ét }\g%

X 38 45-5 ~§ B M
bg-'%?]‘ERRQDF{g ok%\y @“‘R S &
: ¢ RS S RS LT A

K™ IR R : ‘*'3:‘\ *’&\ﬁ THE C@URT QAnd I'ItT;'“‘QOLngSI%\O Teagvit to¥
N N P A Oad ¥
N o) W T Q@\ & ,.&%* SN
»';f"MS &%‘:‘RRADES ’S‘Oka%.,«% - ‘.@Q\ R
W g o B AR -
3 &‘Q’S& THEQ\cougT, N&w@\"lmyaﬁy yﬁjﬁhad_ anv - A Q\@"‘
- 3 4 o 3t "

2 *éb Ags?‘star%i\Publr “::%zefencl(?r(;> {5.3\‘ -' *
e ST (S
N N : ‘ * o

. <§5 “PEE @}EFENDANT} Thaf::2 was ‘ac?idenﬁ-%slly ,\‘s'.\f-"-‘
165 S appou\?ted Qgg\ f.%(Sz "‘:\\
5% & \

N THES COURT\ Acc1dentally S

B R A\ x@ -
%\\f&} H.E@DE FENDANT : Qﬁ&ht . {S“T Sl SR M
S T @ oS S S
19% @*\ : <§§TI—E GOURT : ~XOU didift wapta Pubic Defender, AR

,‘.}’% RS B <87 '\ﬁb«" ' .\j{}. Qg&) Qgﬁ* % A
<& éﬂ@‘?ﬁlou Qt:rart <%

,»

togepresent: yourself? & & _ %

<5 S >
'I;\I;ﬁ]; DBF%DANT @I»dldﬂya bLandby élal, l():lt‘%
Q & A - 2 &
4“‘2.2'» <§§‘" yoﬁsaldkyou dony, A(’"do trat {7‘@&“ «f:sk &.‘3,\%
? '@ . . ""’a‘ '%' ‘% "‘k ‘}‘w ’

SO SR > RS 8 =5 5
23 (& SFHE COURT: NSNS doffit thimk’thagfs Toizyto <

S s:>§"’ ‘,‘ﬁ a.{ff’ @\’ q\'ﬁ%' «’k o
N A R

. @*«Lhe attorneg\;% ,,\‘{5# . :;§§{ W P
<25 S <o SR Y <" N 3
325 ¢§" %Q\" T&;E\DEFEE\;DANT éga]‘. ‘:‘-ég . Y ) Lo , @
S S & ® ST
o \% L7 <'.. Kol S
QCOURTNREPORT‘ING SERVICES \:{,

o =

N ecor | 8 rage
ROLY q‘, .-.ﬁ-} @ . - S







& * T & & & &
' . ST . R s , ’ _
AP S AP NS
\‘f., HE CQURT: Well, si%w I.-cdn never%knowczwhat S ‘

55 : ) &N
-S.f 432" %‘&* AL ® c& {}5" ? @ \Q@ oS N
Q‘;arybodyvknows% I really can”'t read>m1nd§:=’ard ki OF &
ig;b o 8T s;Si‘ 2 A Q«\ § an\ & X RO

R N
.'\.;\'}at anbedy %nows PeQr'jury\Ls somethJ ng f%t haé‘;‘ &

B S S S e S 7 @ &
‘ii”* ‘toé]fa"é\proven jt,st"'\}i ke &0 {" lJ.sted allﬁt‘. e elefr%’énts, \§> ,»‘:i}‘?}*
e I D . P Pt e
> theyswould &5 youwidll ha e™to s}‘ow allc‘;that < ~ .
S o N
ST S I S N NP S S R
A& gY S, AT & S S
& MR BEACE:' It’¢probable cauge’ gﬁ’ C S *,Q
L <§> - \?* e N e§>\ = ‘ :

o8

- %’

) \S'# Tf-{:é:COURT \,Tha%‘s&ﬁot {d,hat we;v.are ha‘\img t@‘\:\’ ;'§>
F S o (&S e s
triai*on. g We aresnot haying aa&trlal ol perju‘ry of <« £
&8 &y S g S S

Q\the {1ct1m, e arec\ltzavugq X6 a batte 3TN

& “ qg. 45‘;‘ \\%1’
A% <R £ R RS
g9 alnsttyou, the ‘defendant ., \ @ PR S

U t;‘ & «Q , \S’ .

Q\‘.\\’ AN &5 2 ST <§:’ &
(g:‘..,\ SO,;.;:I Lel’l‘&rc yo’uwt}‘a}’gall t%ese Lh‘l‘aros younY ‘\ﬁ
B S I S LRt
put ¢here, . 1~1;.»6»*gaveﬁ,g@woz:n<‘.s§t‘atementS, you‘bvar talk
PP S ‘%} v;};‘:“’ «-Q" < o &S
q:‘;.aboutxthat ¥Su can®Bay WhET he <ga;rd ingfhie (&
S SO M S R I TR S
_ '&g\_uatemgfﬁ J.f%he sals)‘somethlnc dlf\gerent\z}xyéu %&
‘ &Y & @ Y S &
' shahim giia A ne ¥ J.n»_the stafement™” Angdthe &8

|

TS EH S _ [
@ . %6\ »'\?3‘ & T e \S's? ot
\

|

|

‘_’@

%;\depos’i%’; on £HS samedthin Y o S
S A .,:\q&f\ W ;‘:z"v S (&
Qg\ - Lfdon’ t Kndw if ‘?.you havé~a copy of. the r‘t}g‘ %ﬁ“ .
ST TS S e S &S
W S " N & ) A
o proceedlng that\we had“ﬁthe motlon to,ﬁsuppre St I“\ﬂ R
B s S S & LS S s
2 don kno%\lif y%.l\ordegfd co\y%f 1t*‘~"\but un“less %ﬁ‘* "&,"
SRS S LSRN 3
N 31» K S SN
S *\’ﬁt sag¥he said> Qﬁb N

)
‘Q‘you have copﬁof 1t-\‘\)you can
< SIT saihe sgtd™ (S
Q} »;b\\‘& Q\ @ e’éjé‘ . £ :ﬁ‘ ‘%g‘\

W 5\ W R

3 ‘
*:ﬁ@ MRQ;\BEACI: @The%\ ¢I§>neigf§n at‘téec‘;rrey{l:}*en,
ecause eve:t:yth:nc’*ll saysyou jus $§éay that Jt'.sf‘n
R \:w "2;% R g ‘QQ*' \S}?‘ v
S u‘hat.ever, 50, \obVJ.ously, Iq\don t know how\t %‘;5
Y S F§ WS
TR S R S SIS SN
AN 3 B - S
= proccedsthen Everythlna I amxaska.ng =— \g, @
Sl S I S S e
‘:1‘_ Q) 4\4\ \‘&*‘ 4 . -(."\h"
N e o
& Q@\ \\'@ ﬁg ' <
QA Q 3 ING - L &
\ COURT'&REPORTINC 9E§VICE‘5 \§, A %.%.,, LG

sy




BN Q\S:*-’ you \f?ffe turrclnc oné':?bllnd\?e%ye @?‘
. S S ¢§v & & oV
87 L o LS DNy COURES a4 ‘b' W
K & R & S \y N AN RS -,
g Y N P S R &
Qﬁ;}:i o’ _@;}‘ MR 'Q,BEACH‘:) There'as a constltutlonal\;a dht o‘fa .
<& - @‘Q' Q‘f’v @""” AT PRI R SN
"’{& P s@q‘ people s<prot_ect.u.or, o\‘ibf you.&(\are go;m‘g to‘a@’ fk$
. \%"\» ,é:, , ﬂ\a %%\ -eéb . Qﬁ\' : %". 3 < Q’\ {Q‘éc{(

N %'prosecute one person’ how_can youﬁturn ayblind nge )
' . .\4.‘;({\& Q»'\\f;&" Q‘b »‘\'535" Q‘:SQ O o
S\ eor one’ persc{r\ Q‘&;‘.‘ ﬁq‘\ 8 s
.»\g‘v’ Xhe Q";vﬁ’ - \fib — ‘Q,, ""{\‘9 Q_
R 53;;0 < Q;& Tb{ﬁCOU

fgo

‘T don¥, t prosecute anybody »I’/m ’_]LSt:— .
@b e PRE PSS N SR
S & P > 25 & S
The sifate att_orneyﬂ\prosecutes ands A
& oS S & A SANPT N

' o oA o
QS.S}\W}‘O yé‘% o gog ?;?é about tl"at\::‘"

\

ayet

h
"~ MRIFBEACHES But S erybody’ whoq;_};nows & just
S e ¢
&\."’ \. Q\\" Wi 4*\‘&' % Qa
€ me {.’O}jal\{ T need‘*an gtorney NS Bec%.%se I
’ 5 ——-
B2 & D X ? LCh
":‘E\& Q" \ Q‘(

-= &I‘;\g%z t procccd PFike }\Qa}s, because I«\can t ,@,
R BT e SN 5
kr,&I can "bsay thls PN Zm try.mg to ,usubmlt «55
AR D S e\ N
«evidence™" I'mwt¥ying to says ] tHis. ,,;§:I m say‘fﬁg .,:\?’

D : t
a\@l \- Q\"> \\ ) * 03:

1
‘:::- ,\~ Qp %-
ST ST
47 you ’*want ie aryway”

X -a{:‘\" K
<SSMR. BERCE: ~1<~don t\want ﬁ:» Just’ *L Justolet
D W &‘ig’\ a¥ Y B Q‘vf‘-“_@&
20 (& Ltie et\*an attorne %I'll t3ke -¢ wher “A¥hen R
L S : A «Q H N

e SRR L e iobrer TR sT'm preLLy agré Iam™ O
S S S I T S A
ok be auseqilil.\l th@&talrtwa and@ll th\{f‘*w at

3 \*9 N . Q\ ’ﬁ}}» \J Q.-' %Q

W c;';f;\' 23:3.{-:b Q'Q‘S‘;&mamp\,]at:m che w1§ness.@§d saylr?‘g, “,ﬁ[%é?}v &
AP NS T e X |

., Q"\thls. <§And,_ o*h'(‘ say.:.thls {)An'd, oh"bmake%’su e make \'b\"
5 S é\\ﬁ" S W \}"“o \3} & S Q ‘
S - 5 <& @Lre y@&sﬁsay ;ckh 5 % "\‘ you%a‘rc l%usig t{gem 28 \ 1
$ S &S &53" & S T W & & s ‘
x\ a R
‘;&5 "éé} |
S QE\"'




®, ) o aa : ’ : o 2 X R .

St L, & o7 @ S

. : \"MS._ TI\QQBRADES‘:@Jud ?’the .State ls‘isgonc{‘\to Ry Q"\ )
ST S S T R IR
‘\Q‘;’s 2%:"\ “.Sf:«rcquesfbthatqthe Court do (nothercFaretta"tmquuy
. 3 % & ,‘.@» 0@\- cg*k & Qi “:&.
as®the defendant stated thatyhe wangs™ an attorney‘-‘o ‘
Qb ‘cﬁ;s&ﬂ — — &\\:“SJ f“j
Q‘,"»‘TI‘IE <$OURT gT 4 2. . -
NS *‘3’ \\*‘ ~'r§>‘ R
hrough anotl“er txgg;ai to s“‘lart over aca'r h\eé\,S'-

{Beenﬁrepres%mtlng };\J.msclf f~1~ne
- {(«\ th \
QT g q}?" MS%&TERRADES" Judge, he%sald that. he «w?nts Lan” &

e S »‘b .4;{,——-?,, Py
; . *;§“> . attorney aL*ths *pOll"L “sAnd he}wrotec\;— ; Q‘} -
0 & > o o S Y <
€N ) AL n'\;‘} N <& a :
. N> Q‘;I—E COURT state, dq§you have youry yWitnes§es {s;:&bv ~
T & T TS S

&N . < <R R Py X > &
o & before JFmake Ghy %c:‘s:on%‘i’on any&hlncvﬁ\%‘ P
T & s S S e S
@‘\" ,\céé‘ MS.. TERRADBS‘%“‘ Yes‘ﬁ"*Judge“s;& @o B
e % < ,\ QSZ\ «%{Z{\ . Q‘;\\l’ . Q‘% Q;_,Q cﬁi\ <
N %\TPE COURT: . ILm not Sure whyv you’ e~ijplﬁ?g UP- @
& TS @ e N @85“‘ ’
: _.;3{%\13 o @"}nd assertmc§that QIN’ mea\?»&"l canxflgl,r%‘sout @.‘%
S X N %‘S\ o~ @ g o {@ ’ -% @‘\b Q\b Q)‘:{‘k
TR %w}‘ether':someone\ﬁneeds; Faretta hear-alng S s

S A 'i"'&" < %\gr W@:‘ Q% ({t@}&» &
W15 & ¢y MS. @ERRADE&B Judgest he isont —-\:g}le wrofea &
SIS I P _ )
3 8 motlorf;"saylr;crJ that-cgthls 1S 3T} re: et
N Q‘@" «\'Q\b *533“ S Q}@”‘ @Q"? $ A
- é@(‘:oerc‘a)on and duressﬁ\ Q‘\-‘* “\-,; ;
<18 %&\ ‘Q}v TI-%&COURT\ And n{.hat’s {eh 1’ I was®talkirg to,
@ *\thmﬂz;%out %qut“’ @‘g QS'\Q’ .

S F S ¢ ¢ & S

S Y & P N Il

@'\ . \‘:ig‘iS) TE%RADBS 'Q*And n@»e he just's o @
@ Y VQ- . ﬁu ' Q&?‘\ Q‘@ &\) Q? "@ \w@‘ QJ\\ i
& ({}\;ﬁeels Lthat be.\geeds an.attorney, bke‘gauseﬁh‘;'e, can_not;}

\V N \ Ll - 7 . R
& adet ately4"“):epres‘t‘é&rsdl‘:_k hn.mgézf qu"' <X Q\.\&- R 5
\ﬁﬂ% — F$ = R
Paa - e gidsh 3

S R W™,  drit <3 &
‘\Q' qﬁb\ HE %%U 'I @\t}e Q‘;%sterd%%bh d:l-dg,.ht: w%‘lz_ to (< ~ ,Qg)

LW 8 "r‘swer§‘any que%tlons c;boutﬁthai. q\,‘l‘?\ %‘\Q&‘ .

.@}3\" l\?,;% \v\’ \v;t) 'Qb"' \5”" g's’;'?‘ ‘%‘ @ -
5 "N Q,,. PORss: AN &0 o8,

o R25 @ i %{c‘- State, 1 really th.vrk youtare 3ump1ng\§1nto tke~
< & N xgs’*’ & RO S gy
P A PR SR O

S R I S WS ST
_ \kﬁ’ OURTAREPOR'E:} SERVICES \q; ,,.,;&* S
o TS S S i
& s ‘Vg&\‘s P .«\~§' o g al Record Cltatlon§ Page 84

x‘

<

4,
p
f:%.
4




\<$«I m jh5§ lettmg yol,é*

S 1

)

o
méékand {.he wrorg place SR

1 (J“‘ . i\s) Q%{ v
now ‘{;ha\i: P:gb \S\ﬁ"
s S @\

A8
my Job to ,?;U che courtrOOm not yo

IE ™ COURT™.
- ‘:oh

AT
u;(i&you had,

wn

ayxsometh'a.nc
a, N | M ; .
sv TERRADES Q}Based{&on whatilie saix
. 8 = o _
' Ti—ItJCOURJ‘;‘ 1y d‘é\rstaggd' :Lt’@hat he<$aid,.
Y R '
someL‘J.mes yo u'§?1ave “t
o L wR
oom %-‘@kay %’I‘he judge 1s§1n charge e}
ane
courtroom and zf»ln%dlncgout wheth r
someoneq;s cettﬂnc a, falr trdial.
&‘ -
Q§ MS (“I;ERRARIE‘.S‘> Yes, <'}ch.dge
*k,
MR“%‘ BEA%—"% I wan‘% to beq’pla\c.ed i

%‘&" THEQ';,COURT \)S ir,

sl

/’ P {
'.55' \“@Q‘;\? *33\

e S
'fbeg(afflrmatlve) R i S
o o~ OF
say 1 wa§ GOLngQQorward
SIS

4\% Q‘Sg ey

Q‘i" R "ﬁy K
S le—*:a::f\:‘:~ yourﬁé‘: Vp‘.'i"_ the
N B S

S s

A N &
Q\é' '.}S}x 3 Q %,Q‘ .
' <5}‘ S
S
S & &
S

+ »,
i. & S

oy o)
I don’ t{want é’\\ ut
AT

X7 aLlQ Whi ‘?:lo ou kce askln ne o dosthat?
& J QL Y'\y p g ofthat 2

S

Because there s%a"*‘lot alﬂready

éC

Qg"-\ s @\

,\co;Lng Qﬁ\ 1n nl‘y‘?out.51defllfe and thigy case «fhas

%ffect 1tQ§‘nd 1t
h

Khas aff&:ted@x%ther~\case tr'a
~. )

3 A,
34 %%’

x5 [
Q&" T AP "'4%' W
Q§ . qﬁ# j$° qgﬁ*

nﬁ\ N "\f\) : ‘:\g'i\
R ING SERV,ICES Q,
R h, ‘%\'
é? D s
"'é‘ @*Record Catatlo

NPT R




A @ ' ooy
oN _ tha’ tl*'\only “i:ay I Qé“t“ 1d putPyou dn A 5
NI P S R N ST K & R
T F @Y & @ F S S
ga 1l,AbLt I m\rot comg to\do tratﬂ' Ardn\I'm hoplrc q‘;’i?- ‘.qf
& A S A & Al & i
. 2. & Sro d i nat e veio it ¥ A o
&8 U arg\\fnot oing to\i:i tha‘E%\» Do ygu want‘?me to@ %ﬁ*_ )
: . NS X . o o B e ~ A
B R A - PR M IR
‘SQ_ Vg you {Qnotk‘er§trLal<}day7 . xz(o Yyou want Lothry and® \s\

e "
> qf& &3’ RSN ﬁ.,\v %‘“?—’ @a,’ Qf)i\ | @g‘
Q§§) hiregah atEorr‘ey”Q;You want to ‘Qs}ee if you qualq.fy Q«S:
¢ .g% ‘@’ Q% ‘3.}? Q’;\) "i{:?\ <,‘{"~’ ,' ‘&”
’ Qfor agsntantgpubllc\de e‘d\e ;\ glv%gé'byou ald™ - &
'Qg;,(-:" @ \," »*SS‘ ‘\f’" : ""{%5 a2 @‘\( ' QS.% ' A
those opportunltles Qg;} ' &\\-" AN D

\Q‘-; ‘@3{ $“ ’(:‘} \'g}\.' o
Q‘battO{‘gfé“y, begause ggk‘atever‘il’m sg;ylnor 1s\not \335-’
%lactualﬂbaSLS,Qmaybe Nah attorney\g:a‘n coﬁ?ver my%‘
& ST s N SRRt
Q{@b 4 cgse anda flgurg 'fout sorqgthlng mlé?mlsse@*or- r%y’%v
‘é‘% . q“\" Qg\ Q‘&' {g‘\b Q\‘b a7 A
Lo’ profess:l.onal‘}eye, dbecause T don ‘t*« ‘"havesohe .
@" g_\i \?" % :i}v V %\b \\) M -
& & N '\,\' NS O - ‘c“:<\' :
ngcsee %omethlngband gome up(iwltl" s&‘grgethlng,\beca%uxg‘%
P I P N ST D L
' '@QVloug%I dqo}nut hos.; else \Eo == Iﬁgon thgw els\%‘
™ o QY o B &S : $F
(:@k' tg@ié}cue q_th;.ks . g‘?‘,%‘ =y -'f%(b .‘»‘(.‘Q:“"?. -\{S\' P ‘:.&"‘c\

-~ E— .
= S-S S A
o @}TF£ COURT {?Lu see wh?é’t vQ j‘-(}fe a.%l'ﬁmg mggff%’
o (“2&” & Q}ﬁ'% '(ii""% A > &
Q',do, lf\you’llq;hear\ine"‘*out forva sggond. You’ re K¢
. N - :
SN asklnc mey to f;Lnd* somebody, aiw:.tness\ who aIix - -
’é‘%ﬂ“@*@‘:\:«*@%‘*
ad.” X S <G
@\ haven t h%qfd thc\t}stlmor:;‘ 1n&<,:ourt \g}et, cv%n\v & \fi"
A I O R TSN S S S
th ugh‘%I had. $im ingprior motlon <2.,~YOL are trymcr - s
> o A, o Sh
. N & & Y S S |
~t"b tome’ to saﬁtkat&ihey comrnltted «§erjury SN
Ko Q& S R ‘::i'f‘\&
y

\n%t thexg}e whg3de 1des that4"3‘A juf:

‘m
R0 A & Y T &
q@&deCLdes thats?:'lf he’s?’commrtted pe%yury 1~f>the ‘S%:ét <
S N e N %“% Q:\"v X ‘§’” <1
@%flles Q:}‘arges\agalnst‘ Rim. ~\<;¢IL'S not. me . Q&fﬁe would
S T T R IR

' iriéiv‘e b@gruert'%(gled t%;rhavc a%rlal Q1‘:;)0 -%@,‘isn'bﬁ;
@ : Q\‘b @ ‘%\ Rl @'\Q Q‘ﬁ%

= X - R &

* %\\}; Q’Qg}f ‘s‘.’?}‘?" mc;?% ‘Q‘;\ :éb. X
‘Q’COURTaREPOR%INC SERVICES Q™" N '\'@

@?"35 S m‘&' &P ~
@s}‘* -~ Record‘CltatlonﬂO Pae 10.
X

S o -

1




Q\
we caﬁ"*contﬁ*ue the‘\trlal ""2?" s\*
' \(h LN o Lol Fal Q
’ ‘ gj“hE CSJ\URT?.. 3{@\“ Yare (cqomg Efﬂask z%s;attc?iney
;R GS e X o £SR 4 <&
.\:&» ggo»jump\:m the\\:mlddleavof a trm] wa.thout k16 wmg@
S S I P I S P
< g ) < A PPy > oty
4 «;s\% any,,{:hlnc {Qbout 1tv° I mean, that»-‘* goes\.:coi.all\fh
& & S P R S & 1
L 5% oo opposrte ofgwl‘at attorneys‘%do «,They lnvestlcate .gg‘
n P cg:; @« Q‘&" AR Q\“? @' 5 G
, R Pty <S5 P 2
6. S\ . Quthey do thlrgs‘ they\mlclﬂtﬁtakc deposxtlons, I &
L~ qu T \Q;«_.,\ S A vk§~> <
W N R S NS S
mean, I,;,wouldr {&,’ask anwattorney tO%Slt heré‘b N
(8\ Q‘ig %\. -aé\o» %Q}, Q\ B ﬁa&;
D, R & < P R
without knowing anytl‘ln“; That@wouldn\",\t. be fa]. to &
‘«x\ﬁ" Do & (S T
Q\tl‘e attorney{ _.Q@' ‘5{@’
S A < ~ % NN
@*v ‘ry?“%nd give m¢e\ a$> Ol%tlgtn, s\:}ﬁil“ I'm ook ;'.\\"
Q‘:‘ '\g?' - "'v J . P QN v ’sl ’ Q
é‘?‘i&‘a solu?:’mor angx I’ mqa‘é“kln% -‘yc}h, %Lher tl‘z‘:@& \?a;.%
Q‘ ' q‘\ - qfé?\ 4\%‘ . 6.)\ q‘ Q ‘ Xu‘ ’5&
ugﬁ.lnc you i jaﬁl nght now&I can ‘rt* put

(4
'O

%\’,\v MR*‘“\BEACh.\.\I can“’ut thlnk‘of no““better&"

Q:’ L " .. NS SR <V ‘:) e~ N
I I S e Tl S
solition &1 was <c701n gatotdo 1~t“~’«yesterday, byt N
ST B TS WS ST S
\,%:ras 1r¢° *the proéess rof fl]lr‘g a rep?gt & - ‘f"\?
N SV .c’_\":" Lot LS N ‘:f\' - {\s‘;\:’é‘\'
4 o i, N AN e ' $ G5E
§§< ‘.\\%HE FI‘(.)z‘U'Et\g' Fs:e 1S .,g:lat yiﬂéch:ar i,?:& Youié«;gn_t.@\:s’
\goﬁplead‘&guutyﬂ{ 11 535udicste yousNdenterte you R

*E A, A ¥ Y (A

- . DR S0 S S
o.Q\B)O day\s} 1L ja\z.:l and. thcn, you cangto wherever A

g

-~

" A o S L& g 2 oz -
R } (‘o % (ﬁ. NN
OQ‘{\}S‘ 4{&7011 wafr;-t. @Q‘&' B ) Qb . \335%, " \i»’*,i\% }Qib '&'Q
@ S a7 @& V&
oY Sy wrSeEacE o, gsf“wanmto doF¥ Jail time B
S F &S s <« T S SN
XN & & ~‘\ & S
- (S&; Lgdon't want a corv:.ctron § N Q\ <€u\ A
NN o PR I ST
& P Y LN PRI & &
338 \3&? SSriE %@URT \gel"l y%u\can'tghave ,your caqfe and Qf-??
*\% . 'Q::\J lt" i . sf é:‘-’ @ ) Q ({\ <, ‘Q@




. . N <~ %
L Jew %‘;‘S-’ af:"sald@I"ll jus s 3643 -] Q\" :
S o S PRI I SR PR R
a8 &K 2 g & T COURT, oI can}\«t do that. \gf,ou <& S
- _‘gﬁ‘\,ﬁ oS SJun ers t\‘nd tl"at~ Legf*]}ly, Isvcan ,put youqan jal\l§
S R T L i I S P S
A, & N 4 Lo - =
4" <R for‘ﬂa criqnte’ you ehaven t:\been conVLctedyof yets? =
B T R T
N g Q\ Q\ Q\ ERN
\g}?“ 200 '{i) Now,g’(ﬁf youq_want to\enter{a?r no’ contest «;?J:ea, saylr‘c B <,
PSR S R S T S L R
) N <N P ) PR 0 § S5
6 \you dor't admlt it, you domst del‘y;)lt, buf‘éwe arc%’ - .
O I I T O I SRS
.f\%nlshe(g\m.th it, I' {lklﬁsente{l‘ced YQ\,% \t»o 30 \:days ‘:}”"\S, N
. R !
~ R NS P G S g S~ P
o . N o5 Dld\you get-any timé ing already & £u LRV .
%v\ ‘w\%\, ;'o' i) ,‘\) - %\k K . - ;

"%,
)

: — s —
&8 ,Q:,.?é @MR B‘E@gh }\E@d%esn @matteﬁ”howﬁinuch t@é\‘” ﬁ“;{?) )
S T & & o> ST/ R ‘{3‘5} &
' ' Lm stidd going to jail anyway, sof & :
TS S e SR P
oW you KEOW you*&gre goirg to R <
Q‘\ & .4\‘~‘.> N s\ K
<> oSN R X
on’ know w}*at thls;:“jury .
RS gt
Q‘i‘b Q\Q Q&Q& \ﬂé‘ : 5 A\
& W1 o Q\" MRN"BEACH'Z;? fee‘gglzlkei"éﬁ —-az‘,,\‘»*. ' B
L Q’ < Q;&% o R <3 L. i A-&—“.\\

|
\
|
|
|
|
|
- PR N
& g THE,GOURT; $They ha¥an’ tg¥én head theg?r?ct{g\ &
|

\%‘ ‘f BT S e Y ‘:&*'.‘
stJ:«fy how,:,wouldqou kriow.swhat Qghey aze
NV o ,_,_...—‘3’ —
MK BEACH: Be\ggmse I(;have ——;\‘}I* hav%\é" 0di
I I g I
S é lony case angd.the prosccutor {Kas: glreadybsaylncv
< ST g %‘* R N S N
& S SO e Qs} » a ! < o5 ;
& 8 \’5?* L o ‘@ Q*\ QO
s QCOUR%QqREPORTING GEI‘RV,}\CE%S & ¢s§’ <
S S (S Y & R —
ST o Record @}ltatlon:>12 Pade 12«
. .‘\S’ q%*; Q} s




N & ‘:ﬂ',.-- @% ’Q’@_ & & (Qg : @'33‘:’\ R
f\’ a \‘:\,‘all \g.g_c"‘a mlstrlal, glve you~a cl*ance tgg..hlre -
9@ (%& \&g" “'QQ)\& % "{;‘) ' c% %iv .
' <§‘an attorrey of}sec‘.\rf you‘.zquallfyifor a :publlc <>\‘> \‘5‘?” \Q |
S S NN R T S
- ﬁ.g""f‘enden% Butxle you«gtell me\you have conflict .
R P P S S SR
V‘@ N4 @‘?‘ CO{ln&el theh it @;‘co:l.ng to ha\(ke’Q'“Lo be'ﬁ“confl é:l.' -‘Q{'s‘
\'\f@. o o & ,"&SS' \A\?) \%\ " %\} 7 ‘é‘b "\’ Q?«\ £
S 2= > L * t N
™ ) Ses S counsel, because there must be _séme . conf'l>1ct m.tl"ln &
NS PSS I S S e
& & (., 4“ N - \
& ’ ’Q‘% 6 o\’ {tke Public Defender {§“ﬁ0ff1c‘?3 “that <fhey ha&to g;;v% A %
S F ¢ & O T e & @S
R Q&%&T- ﬁ%. ' 5:39:3.:w spe@;ﬁél co@sel ﬂ\%}‘ g - ‘s\f\’ S
3 . O SRPC S R S R & ¢

| 0
f“,‘
%
0

8‘§‘ *{S\- - 50, wercan d(ﬁz‘-"tl*at\or you «an entfr .
il 3 Q~ & S
: Q\S\“ ». % %\ 0 A"\‘\' .;&% K .
j}fhco %egt plea:‘ I’ ll‘\?adjudrcate you, 20@%“ Vs i‘f%\;:he' @itv X
R 3 N . '
3 0 (K ,&Broward{%%unty‘%jall (\"11,\}2&!\:’% toqhmpo gcourt%;';\% %9
SIS R I S R IS O Y
) BN R~ costs, bLL »1711 480 day o a‘fﬂlt. AR o
R S L - ,:,gay R S

éf

"9
A’
J <§‘~ TEE CEz;omar <Did you- Q’\B
< ""L“QJ\ \G Q\\
co va.cted by"\\th j:l:i;.‘y?
-&‘\" : 3‘,':"‘ '?} P :
‘;;S.‘:" : ,‘%%17 A <§':\ MR“§‘ BEAC!—I‘“ Recdlse at N€ast %]
: - R .'\' c@"ﬂ' @" ,
' ch“ance tczt_;‘appeazl“'%> I'mSnot wofried bout the@tlme A (S:.@
ST & SIS
- <3 PR <53 S :
& -@‘\ I’ m‘QJL.St dot't 1ike*all this mes
‘ o O P
D) o ‘ $ S SN
S° [V 20,89 q}arecord and ghen wherhl m t
' S &S 5 i N
S S ,g\
& <’ & Czj’:’produc.xi;‘g’.\z’e la&er on anwllf%a.t -Q\: f:;,\ ke
N e S X B & A - ‘«’.\ X
Q\\.@ : ~_].23"5“"' Q‘}g}g" %}@w‘:’ktha%:ég‘the \gn‘i% reés‘g?‘ why\’ ox @Qﬁ" : @}%
S e @ a8 o
3 W§° already lOOkd.]lk q_hreatened person sothey  <§
< RS S 3 IS A SN
> X S -3, 7 N &S Qe A
] Q‘acan ],ust use\a<ll these atuﬁ»[ acalnst. me. Q‘P @ R <
o F N & S §
iy o SR Q@ 2% <& & R
S dopvt —@}I dog t wan%«ghiat %nkcmy rcigord %gg - &
%@. Q‘& . ,@?‘S’ i\‘s;‘- . \?‘”@ ﬁg\ > d"\ & céz‘i\ R S
. - . . : . -\‘ ’ 'y _ f, ‘4\
S vq};'ﬁ) ' Q‘:?& S & <:'*"3‘*§.5 N . o 3
' SR QCOURT»‘AREPORTING SERVICES @~ & . <&
&:x{% . Q@s NN {‘:{ ; -
.3 Record GitationdB’jPade 13,
-‘vq“l\" .i\q’ ) Q$ q\% % ._l_‘.

3

¢
&,
2




: N y *'v &
: y , 'ﬂg ~$_> N2 "
Q?q‘ ,&%ptig\gé’«?‘ Nha'(:g‘\f(:ould“«you ll\k\é me to\&'do, {srr‘>
I P S N T
(5*-‘-‘3 {3 %:\"- MR 'QBE‘.ACh. “Go to°~:tr1 al\gnd lose“ and\f&'
TS Y TS : & &Y
D . » ' S
" o ¥ ¢ % : ' ﬁ«'cg\

S—— ‘(;r**\ ‘i\ﬂ
&{\; ‘E CQURT you? want\;‘to f].r*lvsh t}‘e';;trlal g:%er‘> *
T W @ $
@‘\ ) - MR BE‘{\:CH". Weﬁ]\.l" I want an attorney°so that%
. o 3 . * . Pt }
VS e S s e §

. % = &v
S5 p_o‘%‘r ly\.'appeal, <l-_~,t' .

BV x Q}\‘> _A) > -PQ.\ Q'

e B SRTHE gOURT well, ‘%e are Lot go_l\nc to kbehable S\
T ety &S S W $ NS

~ Q‘to doxthat Qbecause"'&I m not-a go:mg\make an\attorney {\
.trepreserf%’ you xw_ltho‘ls\t‘%any char;%e of§know%ém8§~‘thaté$\%

5 ) \’ ] |

s R NS S S s > N Sy

K & 1 St Jifke Lhem\bsaYIﬁ":Okay Qﬁ*"'ll Slg’ne)‘t% 0 you&":ﬁb
§ &9 :\ AN

S and<fPIl held youdd & e .

Q}:\ - “e P YoUN S Q& <3 @}#
Q‘s \} s Y Y Q" 'Q\ <a<(\

: : ) & ~ LLou got}‘\a\lot ok thouchts ar;\g*ﬂa lot&of th%lo's q\"> L

’ A &y A

! ~ e $ 3\ =R ‘&% St @ = g Q‘,@

R . e i3 ' - Q %

N a out YO casgvthat they can-t abso b that\fast ‘3.; N
S E PERS %\\’; & B
§" an Y wouldr g\b\?' & ‘
A : R 3 o A Qs S .
\%"’ 16{‘\‘_‘\»&‘ 5 ‘But‘gg;?:an declxaree\;\ﬁstr}a‘l and:;f‘s\%e 11;‘Qy01, qua“:]a fy \Sf;b ,&
FRANEPO M S S S (PN R A s
S D <X &3 SB S . &K $

Sfor a s pub1 1l defendf rOT a%confllgtxlawyg\fgand then <. ,

- : I S NIRRT IRR i
N8 ﬁ»"} wetd 1. gi{\‘i‘e\?‘\igou aq;;;\)ew co?j\%t dat}% Q‘E‘}' & a
F TSR Y & S 5;53'“ S - & S
.‘\;Q‘?" &£ iﬁiﬁR BE:.ﬂ'CH. .&‘h}r do«"&t‘ﬁat,ql’a?}t cang¥’ pleag}e%go A "
&S &Y & o & & &

! R 20;;‘8} Q«g-i\lnto custody\too'> Qﬁ‘a \x‘f?l e,::\.&- N .
S /S A @ & S

‘\,

\435*“

%
P
&
’%}

- <9 ~
<‘§\ ' ThE'i‘*COURT %Car\tyou spea‘f‘.a lltt‘:'le louder .<~‘~I'§'~“"
\}\* ‘i’ S N
A Q‘\ § qf'“t r%ar}ym, Q';f‘,* Q& s
& & o T O R O
. A §MR. BEACH: JLom saygzc;nc cangys —eF @ W&
SO R P I N O I e
N %{f’@.E czgn gg dorl ti:gou :\gnd ov%%\thlgsfb __ _\ﬁzﬁ,%‘“ <
: \g}}\” be%usc\fhat mz.cropl‘onc";ls ao&l ot hlgher for,,you QS? 9
S @& TS N SIS BT
B % - ) el - h ’ ' ”Q Q\ - :k' .
o \f"' &

PR N <

ng Q’b N3 PP n;::
g"ib.-. (@ecord%@ltati%hm
. ( pa— O







'.\ A Gl

8N R WS

> 1 doht know.¥the Efé}ht
Y LN P

LS

t%r-m.

gL &s']v;’lf\f:\\COURT}\' Al \;lf..\.\f‘\{ghgéﬁ}fairfégi’fgugg}zs%’ff yoil oW $
\Q" ':“ -'\QQ‘R - ‘\‘\\Q’ PN . ) l"’{\‘.’—"z\ -‘\ﬁég
S “_rf:eel ygl,-f.;needcﬁ_n attoxrney,; %é"]zél go .ghead

Sy

3 S
g@és do ,QS‘;* N

%
%

A Y S S S
N *’{95 tha’f\? ALla’right;ﬁ;‘{i\We a'ré‘}go;ng%t\o give you..:a‘?;*'\i':opy < )
% o Wk ~a > =~ N -
Nt S SRS W G S aT S\ &
SR NI - AP PE: MDD SIP:. SR SRPP ) I
) 543 S of tHi% order withyall hisWstufffon it.¥ " B
. , ,\ogi‘i‘,‘ SR S S P s & 3
@4&' = I{m" going“to deglare aimistrigt riggj:-f oW QfF : 9
a8 e ——— = e N N .
o @ S S T, D F
3 Q’Q} gase NOCA%$18—2£€:QVMM2O§QS}I ll\‘st;.ell tk‘}_}e',-’jury ALTT ONesdw S
i?\“. B Q“ -V gy AT @"‘ ) Q:‘\ t‘\&‘:’ ckﬂ\\" .
8@. qé'Q:’ ' '\(:BC\ by < - s '}""\\‘ h A AN
8§ moment abgut lt(. T goé?t_.o ch%c\:;v‘ w1t]3:gly JA%E,O ma ke~ X
SN PP, N, o S

LY " . o N .
qgo; heaecertificates done. N
) t t;“ qe\qw _. é{{& ‘.3\;9 SR

3 s ooy o z 5
AN IR Y %
Whergupon Lhe' Courtsspeak

Ry, - S Wt t p .'
aks®to his® JA onfithe phdre,. &
N ) \& R {:\"- . .‘&(-. \“-\’ ‘b'\ "’%‘
R Y R e R . &,
A N Afte Wﬁ‘iﬁch ‘th“e%‘hear;is‘ﬁ%conw'%es qa"éc:’\follo.‘vf"’s”.)'_ Q}.}"
n.,fb R N [~ qg\ X N’ o BT Q‘E» .
NN IR A S PSS SN
. ¢STHE COORT: XAl right®
A S ™ N .
S & - S
& f,\\t:d\r} Bea‘ggs* I hat® andiﬁgba labp\?‘%’fsor&e}f}iing%&{& «Q@'
x @' éﬁ‘ R -'. (‘2\3\ : &Q‘S}\ : «F\‘S‘*\" - j’a\, < N "@‘\"
& SpE L7 want: to<rin itsbVy you Bhd the-Stategbeforesivdo il
S S S S SR N N
4 TaNS . ) o S AT
- WlS S My@%"diciéibassis‘:c‘-“ant neéds a ¢l$§i:le Bt more“‘?,‘%lme
e '1."§E>Q" . ,&S&% N ‘Q‘Q . 2 @‘\ ‘S:} @’ @:" %,® Q:g\. ‘
SR 168Y & to gef¥the cortificates fo Ju% B S <
\’ ,ov \"'&?;v . Jv %— (\
A AP S R S SN & [
. o S & - {&.%1-\ {iﬁﬁant %cf;.brir:.&gﬁ;t%em tj’.’d"?‘?ﬁ'er_e“igna te;}%?fherg.\@v\ {u,\ X
N ~\\:} ‘\'@ QS?T}‘ P :Q“ \‘S\D' o R \\\\,‘ N cg.\::,.; ‘{'.‘&\" ,‘Q‘%
S e &Y that I'mfdeclardind a mistrial{in thekcase because, -* L
&Y LT (&S
‘é’% * %@* youlare g&i‘"ﬁg t%‘%l}i're gﬁ*&a-ttor&,ey-. A%c;i&thent,{i?l' wa's%.'j- \}cv
S Nad B S @ W& S
’(’3‘% : ‘gcj‘oirzg‘;ffo as@%}zem what thﬁy‘%‘tho%ﬁf?’ abou@ﬁz_‘he Jz‘fi%l R
P N AT T SRR
81 N 5o far s thEt okaygwith yofs _-%‘3‘;" ST W
S S (& -
T 22 & @1 mesn, I _doh't wafit”to embarrasgsyou ofymake R N
\ . @ %\ ‘:‘;\‘Q - \,\} Q;\}" s \k o
T, S R - M N . S - N
6*5‘:" yousfeel bad® 1 ‘&&-nd of@dant toggét t&gﬂr reg\g,tlon\‘:;ﬁ?}» &
X N\ S <& S 3 ST 'cﬁﬁ&" S
o sgg§ Tow LheY th\::\l( it isgwhen 'sé‘me(me@.oés bdis®
N S I I i - . N
S R25 £ represent-themselves. Now, ypu cangelrthergbe in &
¥ Ry K@&' &S S ‘@?\ N > > A
LW -

%

%
45
ks
P




%\’ , 9, - . y"
XS g‘n‘.\\% % % .‘\\fa \g;
43, ,\1\_4,5 TERRADES : QNO ,
£ o Q"’\ \Q‘ 5
Mr

S - eTRE COURT : Okay.
SRS
5 E‘:l-:E BAILIFF: TEE)
& 8T §
38 as}yesterday K
S
(Jurors é‘l%:er \){ _ :‘gﬁ’
\.& @ 6§§9 .
- <IEE COURT? Ok&Y"

<& N
*State o’fﬁg}?lom‘é% vVsS. M{%’

ST S\ --‘s'-'-.\_'

re, v
& & ‘3“ Q‘b% ﬁw T
Beach. PrSient afe . &

- [ L8
\S.s o\ A \_@,}

SO
Your}‘f- onor@b ,S;'&-_ ,

h? .
C' @, Q‘&

,4
2,

% oS A
%\;‘Sa attoﬁ*’fey \T;% juri;,\].s 2
DS S S Qb
) O Goodd morndng, ., ry
L@ *%S S 3
T Q:%JURYQ
e & & 8
o SSTEE <SOUR'I' Sknoy
S P
have-tg%me nequ‘> for ot
& ~yyou.

,\v

N

'Q':‘.b' lqg\b Qf.v

Hood &ev?s bad-‘*news, I\m

% ) )
Q@"’ Mr\.‘;‘f‘Beac}'\%Lhe de%éndan‘t.v the\fétg's:.stant st.%t

A\ Good mo‘}

I
-\“ s
S S

SuntEIRENE R ORI, X
e S ot st

A:\ < .
ll‘-prese?**t @3\
e
bodf?% ,@3\ .
ninge, ol § S
S «:,,.» N
w{%}'l v ‘i‘b’m c;l'sﬁQ . ‘1%&{: I
¢ hayeisome (delays, Hu

RNy .‘ S
jl.(is’t\cro.wg&to te{fyyou wha

A = P SN <
. Qgﬁfy <o c‘@ *«1‘@" \\?-“‘ ? ,'&\3}» L JQ&

- -

: S ‘ e
Q‘gﬂ‘pOlnt\\ Mr $Beach hasﬁé’ln

~
D\ W

dlca}:’ed that h .’ne?éds ar‘ﬁf

mf‘

@* 3 S ‘\.
& Qéattorqgﬁ I«eghas found out Lhat_ %Q]:SF'L@S" easifr.}b“ _ ”iﬁb
S S @ & AT & o o
& %%zhe -(g\not t}‘jgt it Ka 00120&to bs\%aasy, bht: he{zﬂ_, A 7
AT . & N Q:or & o™ :
ﬁwfeelfé‘athat\:}&g"needsg lJ{;t:lce blt«}r%ore skl“lls and’ \:;ﬂ-'?? f.
N N I R O P P S e
*“ \3’ et (0 T x X $e
,Q-&.reeds, somebody}to belp represenL hint, Sgngz'*l ,,jt‘»* . Q“@v <
PR I e - 6@» ' g;“» S - '
Rl certamly«rwould,wart towclve Him -thafe}oppof;i.zm.tw@
qg\Q S —— S N o S <
= s \\o” e '_"'""'_, S o R S
Q}‘""» \Q’\ %Ki \«." e% . Q‘&s ‘t
TS © QCOURT«REPORT‘ING SERVECES & & &
T ST o T Y (——
. %‘\‘ \t’s&c" . - ‘@ Q) 42 .%% . %J\Q‘ \B Q %ﬁ'} “‘:\\)-
N Y (‘\g}‘?-‘ PR gecord Cltataon d7:|Page 17,
- 7 . (.&k\ . '::&{ “'.q“\.\' “\‘gu' . ’ \% S — _—




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the forgoing has been e-filed
through the filing portal and serviced to respondents and all participating parties, in
regard to petition: The Honorable Fred Seraphin: fseraphin@judl1.flcourts.org, his
Judicial Assistant- Marie Thompson: mthompson@jud1 1.flcourts.org, Assistant
State Attorney- John Resnik: jresnik@saol7 .state.fl.us, counsel Lisa Stewart:
lisavlaw(@gmail.com or Istewart@rc-4.com, and her secretary Daniel Roca:
droca@rc-4.com of Broward County, Florida, for Case # 18002120MM20A, on

January 22"¢ | 2021.

CERTIFICATE OF FONT COMPLIANCE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the instant Petition complies with the font requirements

of Fla. R. App.P.9.100 (I). Times New Roman 14-point font.

Respectfully Submitted,

Kevin Tyrell Beach

2092 Champions Way

North Lauderdale FL, 33068
*Email: beachkevinl0@yahoo.com
Phone: 954-210-2008

/S/Kevin Beach

18|Page

43



mailto:fseraphin@judll.flcourts.org
mailto:jresnik@saol7.state.fl.us
mailto:lisavlaw@gmail.com
mailto:lstewart@rc-4.com
mailto:droca@rc-4.com
mailto:beachkevin_1_O@yahoo.com

Filing # 121801440 E-Filed 02/22/2021 11:16:28 AM

EXHIBIT 7

RECEIVED, 02/22/2021 11:17:28 AM, Clerk, Fourth District Court of Appeal

IN THE FORTH DISTRICT COURT OF APPEALS
IN AND FOR THE STATE OF FLORIDA

KEVIN TYRELL BEACH, CONSOLIDATED CASES:
Petitioner,
DCA CASE NO.: 4D21-0546. 4D21-0663

V. L.T. No.: 18002120MM20A,
18002120MM10A, CACE21-000127

LOWER TRIBUNAL (Representative: Honorable Fred Seraphin)
Respondents. ' /

MOTION FOR REHEARING, WRITTEN OPINION, AND

CERTIFICATION OF QUESTIONS OF GREAT PUBLIC IMPORTANCE

Petitioner, Kevin Tyrell Beach (“Mr. Beach™), files this Motion for
Rehearing, Written Opinion, and Certification of Question of Great Public
Importance, pursuant to Florida Rule of Appellate Procedure 9.330 (2) (2) (A) (C)
and (D), and requests that this Court accept a rehearing and grant his petition for
Writ of Prohibition. If rehearing is denied, Petitioner respectfully requests this
Court to issue a written opinion and certify questions of great public importance:

e A written opinion is necessary to provide an explanation for the

apparent deviation from all presented Florida Cases, the purview of the

Florida Constitution, as well as the United States Constitution. Such opinion

is necessary to guide both the lower courts, the petitioner, pro se litigants, as

well as the public. The petitioner is unaware of any law that is in favor of

this court’s decision. Therefore, the same questions of law are likely to recur.
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Please certify all the following applicable questions:

A) When a double jeopardy prohibition bar is invoked in a criminal case, will a
plaintiff lack adequate “standing” (in a criminal case)-- to present
adequate subject matter jurisdiction before a court? When a double
jeopardy prohibition bar is in place, does a plaintiff in a criminal case lose
“standihg” of its stake in receiving redress (in regards to the outcome of a
case)-- in which a court can no longer proceéd on legally? If not, is there a
justiciable controversy for a court to determine the redress, enter a decree,
ruling, judgement, or adjudication in favor of the plaintiff? Will a court still
have a proper cause of action placed before 1t? Will subject matter
jurisdiction remain-- to proceed in the case, and can a court exercise its
judicial power legally? Can Subject Matter Jurisdiction be waived in a

criminal proceeding? If so, How?

B) Wﬁen double jeopardy prohibition bars punishment and re-prosecution of a
case-- how can a judge obtain subject matter jurisdiction over the case? Can
a court enter a judgment, decree, or adjudication over a case that it is
prohibited from? What type of jurisdiction would the lower tribunal possess

in order to exercise its authority? What justiciable controversy would they
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have? If the purpose of Article 1, Section 9, a double jeopardy prohibition
bar in the Florida Constitution was designed to prevent a defendant from

being being “twice tried”, would a second prosecution of a defendant who is

protected by this right invalidate this constitutional restriction?

C) What relief, redress, or remedy is a defendant entitled to, if he is once again
placed in jeopardy-- in violation of his double jeopardy rights within Article
1, Section 9 of the Florida Constitution prier to disposition of his pending
case that resulted in a mistrial that invoked a double jeopardy prohibition

bar?

D) What type of relief or redress may a plaintiff in a criminal case seek (or
receive) by a Court-- if the case is barred by Double Jeopardy Prohibition? If
the plaintiff is barred from seeking relief how can a Court exercise its

authority and gain jurisdiction to entertain a case in the plaintiff’s favor?

E) Can a court by erroneous decision acquire or exercise jurisdiction in which,
it does not have, and can a court deprive itself of jurisdiction that it does

have? In other words--- is it permissible for a court to accidentally exercise

!
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jurisdiction over a case that it does not have jurisdiction of, and can a court

dismiss its own jurisdiction by refusing to offer redress and access to the
courts pursuant to Article 1 Section 21 of the Florida Constitution? Does a

court in a criminal case have the authority to determine redress for a

plaintiff, enter a decree, ruling, judgement, or adjudicate in a case the

plaintiff has no “standing”, and has no jurisdiction over? Without the

authority to determine redress, render a decree, ruling, judgement, or

adjudication upon the rights of a defendant, can a court utilize its own
discretion to decide a case it is unsure it has jurisdiction over? What legal
authority does a court in the lower tribunal have to entertain a case it has no

jurisdiction over?

F) Does a court exceed “jurisdictional” limits if they order relief within the

scope of an improper pleading? Is jurisdiction reserved when double

jeopardy prohibition is invoked?

G) Abuse of process refers to the improper use of a criminal legal procedure for
an unintended, malicious, or perverse reason. It is the malicious and

deliberate misuse of regularly issued criminal court process that is not
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justified by the underlying legal action. The following elements constitute i
the intentional tort of abuse of process: 1). The malicious and deliberate \
misuse or of regularly issued civil or criminal court process that is not . ‘
justified by the underlying legal action. 2). The abuser of process is | ‘
interested only in accomplishing some improper purpose similar to the ‘
proper object of the process. A wrongful use of processes such as unjustified ‘
arrest, unfounded criminal prosecution, are considered examples of abuse of

process—Are these assertions deemed true and correct?

H) Subject matter jurisdiction has two elements, 1). The ability to hear a case
2). The ability to determine a judgement, decree, or adjudication and the
term “Jurisdiction” means a court’s authority to hear and decide a dispute,
and procedural regulations that determine whether the authority is currently
activated can fit within that definition—Is this assertion interpreted as

true and correct?

I) Can a court initiate crucial confrontation, seek information, seek evidence,
or request consent from a defendant, after a defendant invokes his right to

counsel, in absence of counsel?
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J) If a court were to successfully obtain consent for a declaration of a mistrial--

from a pro se defendant, after he has invoked his right to counsel-- is the

consent admissible, is the consent required to be made “intelligently”, and is

the “intelligent” consent required to be laid in detail on the record?

K) If a defendant requests for “standby counsel” in multiple pre-trial hearings
and is denied those requests by a judge-- would it constitute as bad faith
upon a judge, if a defendant invokes his right to counsel during trial and it
becomes the result of the mistrial? What sanctions would make a judge

accountable for their bad faith conduct?

L) Is a defendant required to be convicted in violation of a double jeopardy

prohibitidn before he is allowed to invoke his constitutional protected right

of double jeopardy prohibition-- and receive relief. redress, remedy, or

protection of those rights on direct appeal?

M)Are constitutional rights only effective after disposition, post-convictions,
and on direct appeal-- or can their protection be utilized prior to disposition

during pre-trial detention (especially if it is fundamental)?
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N) When a defendant is suffering an injury in violation of their Double

Jeopardy Prohibition rights of the Florida Constitution, and files a Writ of
|
Prohibition in the district court of appeals; Will the denial or dismissal of a

Writ of a Prohibition bar a petitioner access to the courts for redress of

that injury and be in v\iolation of article I, section 21 of the Florida

Constitution? .

0) When a petitioner files a meritorious Writ of Prohibition in the Florida
district court of appeals, expressing and demonstrating that the lower

tribunal is in excess of its jurisdiction and in violation of The Florida

therein— is the petitioner’s pending case in the lower tribunal required to be

disposed before he can receive redress of an injury, and required to first

receive a conviction in excess of the lower tribunal’s jurisdiction?

|
\
Constitution, and in violation of the petitioner’s double jeopardy rights
|
\
|
|
P) Does a repeated attempt to convict and re-prosecute a defendant for an
|

alleged offense-- in violation of the Florida Constitution and Double i

Jeopardy Prohibition, subject a defendant to repeated embarrassment,

expenses, ordeal and compels a defendant to live in a continuing state of
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anxiety, and insecurity, as well as enhancing the possibility that even though

innocent he may be found guilty? Or is that assertion by the Supreme Court
wrong? Would any other interpretation mean a defendant can be repeatedly
charged and prosecuted indefinitely even though he cannot be convicted

without requiring a reversal?

Q) Is Double Jeopardy Prohibitions in the Florida Constitution a fundamental
protected right for a citizen? Is a defendant entitled to utilize the protection

of Double Jeopardy at any time or only after a conviction on direct appeal?

R) Are the following case authorities: Webster v. State, 968 So.2d 125 (Fla. 4th
DCA 2007), and Jackson v. State, 855 So0.2d 178, 179 (Fla. 4th DCA 2003)
rulings/grantal certified true and correct? If a petitioner has received a
ruling inconsistent with these listed case authorities, what recourse may a

petitioner receive to redress the issue?

S) What purpose would a Double Jeopardy Prohibition, protected right serve—
if a defendant is required to become convicted of an offense to receive

redress in violation of that right on direct appeal?
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T) In the interests of justice-- If a court intentionally decides to intrude

or negligently violate a defendant’s constitutional rights after being

adequately informed--What sanctions do they face?

1) In the interests of justice-- How will it be beneficial for the
government, to knowingly intrude and violate a defendant’s double jeopardy
rights, have multiple trials, numerous proceedings, numerous motions,
numerous writs, numerous complaints, numerous bar violations, numerous
audits, lengthy appeals, and possible lawsuits on a case that cannot legally
be proceeded on (knowingly)? Will this be considered “abuse of process”,
“malicious prosecution”, or “both”? Or will this conduct render a

government incompetent, and negligent?

V) In the interests of justice, to remove ambiguity within the law, to provide
direct guidance, and to deter abuse through clear, precise, and unescapable
language-- What remedy is a petitioner or defendant entitled to when a
Florida district court of appeals makes a ruling clearly inconsistent with the
law, yet is denied a rehearing, refused an opinion, or refused a certified a
question of public importance? Are they stuck with an erroneous ruling

inconsistent with the law? What sanctions do the Florida district court of
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appeals face?

w) If a defendant or petitioner suffers ény direct or collateral injuries by a
court, whether intentionally or negligently—Is a defendant entitled to
financial compensation due to the damages caused (if they lose property (car
and apt/home), their job, their kids/family (under their care), their licenses,
school debt interruption, ruin credit score, and in result of a courts
misconducts results in a petitioner or defendant’s mental health treatment
whether through therapy, medication, etc., and mental anguish due to losing
these things, or health issues that may not be properly accommodgted while

being erroneously placed in jail)?

As grounds thereof, the petitioner states as follows:

1. On November 06™, 2018, the petitioner/defendant Kevin Tyrell Beach was

charged by information of battery due to an alleged incident that occurred on

September 16, 2018.

2. On November 15%, 2018, the petitioner/ defendant’s twin brother Kenneth
Rashaun Beach Jr. was served with a summons informing the

petitioner/defendant to attend court on December 18, 2018 which was later
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transferred from North Satellite Courthouse to Central Courthouse and

arraignment was reset for January 10% 2019.

|
i
3. At arraignment on January 10%, 2019, as well as January 31st®, 2019, the
, petitioner, Kevin Tyrell Beach, an indige;nt, layman, and pro se defendant

requested standby counsel to assist him in abundance of caution, if he later

decides that he is overwhelmed with the legalities and technicalities of his

case. Judge Robert Diaz denied the petitioner/defendant’s requests for stand-

by counsel for whatever reasons, he felt were adequate. Standby counsel is
to advise and aid a Defendant if, and when the Defendant requests help, and

to be available to represent the Defendant in the event that termination of the

Defendant's self-representation is necessary. As "standby counsel," the

appointed counsel should continue to be involved in the trial process to the

extent that a delay or continuance will not be required in the event that

termination of the Defendant's self-representation is necessary. See Behr

v. Bell, 646 So. 2d 837 — Fla: Dist. Court of Appeals, 1st Dist. 1994. A
judge should use caution in denying standby counsel, because a defendant
may waive the right to self-representation if the defendant later abandons his

or her initial request to proceed pro se. Brown v. Wainwright, 665 F.2d 607,
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611 (5th Cir. 1982). Bad faith is presented when standby counsel is denied

upon request and later becomes the result of a mistrial

4. On March 20®, 2019, a trial occurred after a jury was impaneled and sworn
in, by Judge Robert Diaz. The petitioner was unrepresented by an attorney

throughout his tral.

5. During the trial the petitioner invoked his right to an attorney, after he

struggled to present his case in its best presentable fashion.

6. The Assistant State Attorney requested the lower tribunal to conduct a
Faretta Inquiry. The lower tribunal refused to conduct a Faretta Inquiry at
that subsequent and crucial stage of the proceeding. The lower tribunal
demonstrated his belief that a manifest necessity for a mistrial has not

occurred in the case.

7. The lovyer tribunal thereafter initiated crucial confrontation with the
petitioner/defendant and attempted to negotiate a plea bargain with the
petitioner without an attorney present. The lower tribunal offered an
adjudication followed by 20 days in Broward County Jail. The petitioner

rejected the offer and asserted he wanted his adjudication to come from a
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particular tribunal (jury). The petitioner requested to finish the trial with

an attorney present so he can properly appeal if necessary, and the lower
tribunal denied that request. The lower tribunal attempted to goad the
layman petitioner into unintelligently-- consenting to a mistrial without the
presence of an attorney. The lower tribunal presented the defendant a

“Hobson Choice” and refused to allow the petitioner, to invoke his right

to Counsel before declaring a mistrial.

8. The lower tribunal induced a declaration of a mistrial as the only
alternative-- to remedy the petitioner’s entitlement of his right to an attorney

due to his own bad faith of denying the petitioner’s request for standby

counsel. The lower tribunal erroneously declared a mistrial.

9. The lower tribunal, nor the prosecution demonstrated a manifest necessity ‘
or objections to a mistrial, though they should have known the

consequences of failure to do so, in accordance to the law.

10.The lower tribunal has failed to establish and demonstrated any legal and

intelligent consent as required to declare a mistrial and remove the double
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jeopardy prohibition bar. The lower tribunal attempted to illegally obtain

consent from the petitioner after he invoked his right to counsel and the

court failed to conduct a Faretta Inquiry, thus making any potential consent !
invalid. The court has also failed to provide intelligence to the record as

required pursuant to State v. Olson 609 N.W.2d 293 (2000). A defendant

that invokes his right to counsel-— becomes protected by that right. The

Court and the State cannot initiate any crucial confrontation with a

defendant without his attorney present. Any evidence obtained by the

Court or the State— in viclation of this right cannot be used and is

impermissible as a matter of law. To invoke the right to counsel, a person

must “unambiguously” request the presence of an attorney. When an

accused invokes the right to a lawyer by requesting counsel; Neither the

police nor the judge differentiate between constitutional sources of the

right to counsel or announce which constitutional provision is affected at any

given stage of the proceedings. There is no explanation, for example, that the

right to counsel during interrogations may exist simultaneously under both
section 9 and section 16 of the constitution. The right to this assistance
obviously continues throughout the defendant's detention. When the initial

restraint becomes a court case, the accused is then entitled under article I,
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section 16 to a lawyer's assistance, not only during custodial interrogation

but also throughout any and all necessary stages of the case. Once the right

to counsel has attached and a lawyer has been requested or retained, the

State may not initiate any crucial confrontation with the defendant on

that charge in the absence of counsel throughout the period of

prosecution. both section 9 and section 16 of the constitution. Evidence

obtained by the State in contravention of these guidelines violate the

Florida Censtitution and may not be used by the State. See Traylor v.

State, 596 So. 2d 957 - Fla: Supreme Court 1992. The Counsel Clause of t

the Florida Constitution is contained in Section 16 of our Declaration of
Rights, which provides in part-- In all criminal prosecutions the accused
shall, upon demand, ... have the right ... to be heard in person, by counsel or
both... .Art. I, § 16, Fla. Const. Our state clause embodies an express right to
choose the manner of representing oneself — either pro se or through
counsel — against criminal charges. In Cutts v. State, 54 Fla. 21,

45 So. 491 (1907), this Court ruled that " [e]very person accused of crime

has a right to have counsel to aid him in his defense, but no one is

compelled to employ counsel.” A defendant is entitled to decide at each

crucial stage of the proceedings whether he or she requires the assistance
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of counsel. At the commencement of each such stage, an unrepresented

defendant must be informed of the right to counsel and the

|
|
consequences of waiver. Any waiver of this right must be knowing,
intelligent, and voluntary, and courts generally will indulge every 1
|
|
\

reasonable presumption against waiver of this fundamental right.

Where the right to counsel has been properly wai\'ff;d, the State may proceed
with the stage in issue; but the waiver applies only to the present stage and ‘
must be renewed at each subsequent crucial stage where the defendant is |
unrepresented. The text of our Florida Constitution begins with a
Declaration of Rights — a series of rights so basic that the framers of our
Constitution accorded them a place of special privilege. Each right is, in fact,
a distinct freedom guaranteed to each Floridian against government
intrusion. Each right operates in favor of the individual, against

government. The Sixth Amendment guarantees the assistance of counsel in
criminal proceedings. If a defendant can’t afford to hire an attorney, the |
court will appoint one at the government’s expense. A mistrial is required |
as a matter of law to be justified and consensual -- in order to remove the

jeopardy attached in a trial of a particular tribunal. The law requires a

manifest necessity stated and the burden of it proven in order to remove
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the jeopardy or at least a showing that the defendant was never in

jeopardy. The lower tribunal has failed to present, demonstrate, or
execute any of the legal requirements before declaring a mistrial, thus
failed to remove the double j ebpardy prohibition bar to re-prosecute the
petitioner. The State failed to object thus losing standing as a plaintiff in
the case presented herein, leaving the lower tribunal without subject
matter jurisdiction to exercise authority and determine redress and

preservation for the plaintiff.

11.The lower tribunal had other alternatives to consider before declaring a
mistrial such as removing the jeopardy pursuant to Florida Rules of Criminal
Procedure Rule 3.111 (b), if there were no other altemativeg it would have
been at fault to the judge by denying counsel and failure to protect the

petitioner/ defendant’s rights.

12.0n January 22%, 2021 the petitioner filed a 21-page petition for a Writ of
Prohibition as well as an 18-page appendix of the petition-- including
evidence exhibits of the record demonstrating an erroneous declaration of a

mistrial and the lower tribunal is in excess of its jurisdiction.
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13.The petitioner sought access to this court (4™ DCA), to prevent impairment

and delay of his legal claims of merit -- requesting redress of his injury
in his petition (Writ of Prohibition), notifying this court that his
constitutional rights are being intruded upon, violated, and in need of
redress (of his double jeopardy rights). The lower tribunal would be in
excess of its jurisdiction without an issuance of a Writ of Prohibition and
there is no other altemative to prevent the lower tribunal from exercising

authority it does not have.

14.0n February 16%, 2021, this Court entered an order dismissing the

petitioner’s Writ of Prohibition, thus denying the petitioner access to the

courts to receive redress, violating the petitioner’s constitutional rights,

and double jeopardy protection relief. The order suggested an assertion
that the petitioﬁer is required to get convicted before his rights are invoked

and only if he files a direct appeal. Any other interpretation would be a

moot issue if the petitioner was acquitted. This order is in contradiction with
the constitutions (Florida and United States), as well as cited case

authonties. See Exhibit A, B, and C.




15.1f the purpose of a double jeopardy prohibition bar in the Florida

Constitution (and U.S) was designed to prevent a defendant from being

being “twice tried”, a second re-prosecution of a defendant, in which is

protected by this right-- would essentially invalidate this constitutional

restriction. The petitioner is unaware of any other available remedy to

receive relief from a re-prosecution and governmental intrusion against his
double jeopardy rights presented within the Florida Constitution as well as
the United States Constitution. The petitioner doesn’t believe he is required
to be convicted before he can invoke protection and redress on a direct
appeal, when it could have been adequately prevented via Writ of
Prohibition. The petitioner is unaware of any legal authority that agrees with
violating his double jeopardy rights. (For example: if a defendant was
acquitted of battery in trial, than a couple months later he is charged again
and re-prosecuted for the same battery charge, and has to go back to jail,
bond out again, get a lawyer again, just to afford the state a second chance
to attempt or obtain an erroneous conviction-- only for the defendant to file
a direct appeal requesting protection of a double jeopardy right he was
already protected by, just to have the case reversed on direct appeal. This

example-based on this courts assertion-- would mean this entire process can

i | b ge S

62



essentially happen again and again indefinitely, regardless if the conviction

will require a reversal.) That interpretation clearly is not within the purview
of the law, yet clearly seems to be what this court is asserting. This court’s
interpretation of the law would essentially create a dilemma that can easily

lead to abuse of process. “Where a clear violation of a right is made to

appear an appellate court will issue the writ of prohibition to prevent an’

unreasonable violation of the right.” See Leonard v. McIntosh, 237 So. 2d

809 - Fla: Dist. Court of Appeals, 4th Dist. 1970.

16.Art. I, § 21, of the Florida Constitution allows everyone the right of access
to courts without sale, denial, or delay of justice. This is a self-executing
right afforded to all, regardless of financial status. Court is compelled to
“be open to every person”, whether one can afford an attorney or not. This
courts decision presents an unconstitutional denial of access to the courts
for the redress of the petitioner’s injuries suffered through a violation of

double jeopardy rights.
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17.The petitioner has “standing” in his petition and is suffering an injury by

the Courts, in which he secks remedy and relief pursuant to rule 9.100,
9.030(c)(2) and (c)(3), and 9.220 of the Florida Rules of Appellate
Procedures and petitions this court a Writ of Prohibition. Without the -
granting of the defendant’s petition, the petitioner suffers a denial of access

to the courts and impairs his ability to receive proper redress and relief.

18.Prohibition will be invoked only in emergency cases to forestall an
impending present injury where person seeking writ has no other

appropriate and adequate legal remedy. Furthermore, only when damage is

likely to follow the inferior court's acting without authority of law or in

excess of jurisdiction will the writ issue. See English v. McCrary, 1977.

19.There is no lawful basis for this court's failure to issue a Writ of

Prohibition for this case presented herein. This case firmly fits the criteria for

an appropriate issuance as a matter of law. The petitioner is suffering an

injury and intrusion of his double jeopardy rights. This court appears to be

in agreecance with the violation of the petitioner’s rights. This court has no

authority or discretion to deny a petitioner access to the court on meritorious
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claims. A dismissal of the writ suggests that this court refuses to grant or

deny the petitioner relief in his claim. It thus remains the duty of this court
who is eligible and competent, to sit in a cause, to exercise its judicial
functions therein, and to make all necessary orders and decrees pertaining

thereto, regardless of its personal feelings of delicacy or other considerations

b

to sit and render judgment in the cause. This court shall be competent enough

to accurately assess that the lower tribunal has no legal authority, nor

Jurisdiction to exercise in this cause. This court shall be competent enough to

understand that a re-prosecution in the lower tribunal violates the petitioner’s

double jeopardy rights pursuant to Article 1, Section 9 of the Florida

Constitution and shall not be “twice put in jeopardy”, this also extends

federally to the United States Constitution 5% Axﬁendment. The petitioner
believes this court to be one of competence, and refuses to believe this court
would intentionally, nor negligently obviate the purview of the law. This
court’s dismissal of the petitioner’s Writ of Prohibition contradicts and
nullifies the law. This court’s decree suggests that a criminal possesses an
option to nullify the law, rules, and procedures at their own convenience as
well. This conduct sets a bad example for all in the interests of justice and

shall be corrected. This conduct certainly denies the petitioner access to the
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courts to remedy the demonstrated injuries in his petition and provide relief of

his invoked double jeopardy rights.

20.The petitioner expresses a belief based on the Florida Constitution, his
rights therein, and guidance for a clear demonstration of those rights, that
this 1ssue is of exceptional importance. Article 1, Section 2 in the Florida
Constitution promises the petitioner protection of those rights. In Traylor
v. State, 596 So.2d 957 Florida Supreme Court (1992) expresses these
rights [enumerated in the Declaration of Rights] curtail and restrain the
power of the State. It is more important to preserve them, even though at
times a guilty man may go free, than it is to obtain a conviction by
1gnoring or violating them. The end does not justify the means. Might is

not always right. Under our system of constitutional government, the State

should not set the example of violating fundamental rights guaranteed

by the Constitution to all citizens in order to obtain a conviction.
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21.1n addition, the petitioner, expresses a belief, based on numerous

supporting authorities pursuant to Webster v. State, 968 So.2d 125 (Fla. .
4th DCA 2007), and Jackson v. State, 855 So0.2d 178, 179 (Fla. 4th DCA
2003). In which have issued Writs of Prohibition after a presented
demonstration—that the lower tribunal has been in excess of jurisdiction.
The petitioner believes that this panel’s decision in this cause is contrary to
its prior decisions in its own district, as well as others. The purpose therein
Art. 1, § 9 of the Florida Constitution appears to be illusory based on this
courts decision. A dismissal of the petitioner’s Writ of Prohibition clearly

" denies him access to the courts and his ability to receive relief and remedy
of his invoked and protected double jeopardy rights pursuant to Art. I, §
21, of the Florida C;)ns'titution. To rule in opposition would make it appear
as if the 4% District Court of Appeals, operates under a separate

Constitution in contradiction of the one it apparently rules under.
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22.English v. McCrary, 348 So. 2d 293 - Fla: Supreme Court 1977 by

review and opinion seems to provide guidance of how a writ should be

properly utilized and responded to by stating the following:

"The courts shall be open to every person for redress of any injury”
"no cause shall be dismissed because an improper remedy has been
sought."

“In sum, I would provide a rapid means of access to appellate courts for the
problem which cropped up in this case, and 1 prefer to call that means of
access "prohibition" rather than wait until it can be denominated by some

study committee as "appeal", "certiorari” or "review".”

“My conclusion that the remedy of prohibition will lie in civil as well as

criminal cases to test the exclusion of the press and the public from judicial

proceedings brings me to the second issue in this case — whether on the

facts known to the district court a response should have been sought from
the trial judge or, if no response Was obtained, whether the writ of

prohibition should have issued. The obvious answer to these questions is

that a reéponse should have been sought, and if not obtained then

prohibition should have been ordered.”
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23.The dismissal of the petitioner’s Wrif of Prohibition clearly denies him
Justice, impairs his ability to make a claim, and prevents him access to the
Court to properly redress his injuries from an intrusion on his invoked
double jeopardy rights and deviates from the instructions provided in

English v. McCrary, 348 So. 2d 293 - Fla: Supreme Court 1977

24.The petitioner cannot come to a reasonable conclusion, in accordance
with the law, based on the conduct presented and demonstrated in the
totality of circumstances-- within his petition, supporting casclaw
authorities, and the language presented in the Florida Constitution—as to
why his petition for Writ of Prohibition wés dismissed. The petitioner is

unaware of any legal authority that concurs with this court’s decision.

25.A rehearing should be granted under the totality of circumstances
presented. Should this Court deny rehearing, a written opinion is requested
so that the petitioner may seck review of the decision, pursuant to Florida

Rule of Appellate Procedure 9.030 2(b).
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26.A written opinion is also necessary to provide an explanation for the

apparent deviation from all presented Florida Cases, and the purview of Art.
I, § 9, of the Florida Constitution. Such opinion is necessary to guide both
the lower courts, the petitioner, pro se litigants, as well as the public.
Therefore, the same questions of law are likely to recur (especially with pro
se litigants). Also, an opinion as to why the petitioner should legally be
denied access to the courts in contradiction to Art. I, § 21, of the Florida

Constitution.

27.A Judge is required to be faithful to the law, respect the law, and comply
with the law. To hold a directive or decree in contradiction to the law and
violates numerous canons. This conduct is subject to disciplinary action.
Disciplinary action will be sought by the petitioner if the misconduct is

refused to be corrected and fall in compliance with the law. See In re The

Florida Bar—Code of Judicial Conduct ,281 So.2d 21 — Fla: Supreme

Court 1973. Jurisdiction stems from Section 23, Article V, Florida
Constitution, F.S.A., which provides in part that: "The supreme court shall

have exclusive jurisdiction over the admission to the practice of law and

the discipline of persons admitted. CANON 1-A JUDGE SHOULD
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UPHOLD THE INTEGRITY AND INDEPENDENCE OF THE

JUDICIARY: An independent and honorable judiciary is indispensable to
justice in our society. A judge should participate in establishing,
maintaining, and enforcing, and should himself observe, high standards of
conduct so that the integrity and independence of the judiciary may be
preserved. The provisions of this dee should be construed and applied to
further that objective. CANON 2-A JUDGE SHOULD AVOID
IMPROPRIETY AND THE APPEARANCE OF IMPROPRIETY IN ALL

HIS ACTIVITIES: A). A judge should respect and comply with the law

and should conduct himself at all times in a manner that promotes

public confidence in the integrity and impartiality of the judiciary. B).

A judge should not allow his family, social, or other relationships to
influence his judicial conduct or judgment. He should not lend the prestige
of his office to advance the private interests of others; nor should he
convey or permit others to convey the impression that they are in a special
position to influence him. He should not testify voluntarily as a character
witness. CANON 3-A JUDGE SHOULD PERFORM THE DUTIES OF
HIS OFFICE IMPARTIALLY AND DILIGENTLY: The judicial duties of

a judge take precedence over all his other activities. His judicial duties
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include all the duties of his office prescribed by law. In the performance of

these duties, the following standards apply: A. Adjudicative ; ‘

Responsibilities-(1) A judge should be faithful to the law and maintain

professional competence in it. He should be unswayed by partisan

interests, public clamor, or fear of criticism. (2) A judge should maintain
order and decorum in proceedings before him.(3) A judge should be
patient, dignified, and courteous to litigants, jurors, witnesses,
lawyers, and others with whom he deals in his official capacity, and
should require similar conduct of lawyers, and of his staff, court
officials, and others subject to his direction and control. (4) A judge
should accord to every person who is legally interested in a proceeding, or

his lawyer, full right to be heard according to law, and, except as

authorized by law, neither initiate nor consider ex parte or other
communications concerning a pending or impending proceeding. A judge,
however, may obtain the advice of a disinterested expert on the law
applicable to a proceeding before him if he gives notice to the parties of the
person consulted and the substance of the advice, and affords the parties

reasonable opportunity to respond. CANON 4- A JUDGE MAY ENGAGE
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IN ACTIVITIES TO IMPROVE THE LAW, THE LEGAL SYSTEM,
AND THE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE: A judge, subject to the

proper performance of his judicial duties, may engage in the following
capacity to decide impartially any issue that may come before him.

}
quasi-judicial activities, if in doing so he does not cast doubt on his :
1
28.Finally, the petitioner requests this Court to certify the presented |
questions of great public importance:
A) When a double jeopardy prohibition bar is invoked in a criminal case, will a
plaintiff lack adequate “standing” (in a criminal case)-- to present
adequate subject matter jurisdiction before a court? When a double
jeopardy prohibition bar is in place, does a plaintiff in a criminal case lose
“standing” of its stake in receiving redress (in regards to the outcome of a
case)-- in which a court can no longer proceed on legally? If not, is there a
justiciable controversy for a court to determine the redress, enter a decree,

ruling, judgement, or adjudication in faver of the plaintiff? Will a court still

have a proper cause of action placed before 1t? Will subject matter

jurisdiction remain-- to proceed in the case, and can a court exercise its
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judicial power legally? Can Subject Matter Jurisdiction be waived in a

criminal proceeding? If so, How?

B) When double jeopardy prohibition bars punishfnent and re-prosecution of a

case-- how can a judge obtain subject matter jurisdiction over the case? Can
a court enter a judgment, decree, or adjudication over a case that it is
prohibited from? What type of jurisdiction would the lower tribunal possess
in order to exercise its authority? What justiciable controversy would they
have? If the purpose of Article 1, Section 9, a double jeopardy prohibition
bar in the Florida Constitution was designed to prevent a defendant from

being being “twice tried”, would a second prosecution of a defendant who is

protected by this right invalidate this constitutional restriction?

C) What relief, redress, or remedy is a defendant entitled to, if he is once again l ‘
placed in jeopardy-- in violation of his double jeopardy rights within Article
1, Section 9 of the Florida Constitution prior to disposition of his pending
case that resulted in a mistrial that in\"oked a double jeopardy prohibition

bar?
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D) What type of relief or redress may a plaintiff in a criminal case seek (or

receive) by a Court-- if the case is barred by Double Jeopardy Prohibition? If
the plaintiff is barred from seeking relief how can a Court exercise its

authority and gain jurisdiction to entertain a case in the plaintiff’s favor?

E) Can a court by erroneous decision acquire or exercise jurisdiction in which,
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it does not have, and can a court deprive itself of jurisdiction that it does
have? In other words--- is it permissible for a court to accidentally exercise
jurisdiction over a case that it does not have jurisdiction of, and can a court
dismiss its own jurisdiction by refusing to offer redress and access to the
courts pursuant to Article 1 Section 21 of the Florida Constitution? Does a

court in a criminal case have the authority to determine redress for a

plaintiff, enter a decree, ruling, judgement, or adjudicate in a case the

plaintiff has no “standing”, and has no jurisdiction over? Without the

authority to determine redress, render a decree, ruling, judgement, or
adjudication upon the rights of a defendant, can a court utilize its ownl
discretion to decide a case it is unsure it has jurisdiction over? What legal
authority does a court in the lower tribunal have to entertain a case it has no

jurisdiction over?
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F) Does a court exceed “jurisdictional” limits if they order relief within the
scope of an improper pleading? Is jurisdiction reserved when double

jeopardy prohibition is invoked?

G) Abuse of process refers to the improper use of a criminal legal procedure for
an unintended, malicious, or perverse reason. It is the malicious and
deliberate misuse of regularly issued criminal court process that is not
justified by the underlying legal action. The following elements constitute
the intentional tort of abuse of process: 1). The malicious and deliberate
misuse or of regularly issued civil or criminal court process that is not
justified by the underlying legal action. 2). The abuser of process is
interested only in accomplishing some improper purpose similar to the
proper object of the process. A wrongful use of processes such as unjustified
arrest, unfounded criminal prosecution, are considered examples of abuse of

process—Are these assertions deemed true and correct?

H) Subject matter jurisdiction has two elements, 1). The ability to hear a case
2). The ability to determine a judgement, decree, or adjudication and the

term “jurisdiction” means a court’s authority to hear and decide a dispute,
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and procedural regulations that determine whether the authority is currently

activated can fit within that definition—Is this assertion interpreted as

true and correct?

I) Can a court initiate crucial confrontation, seek information, seek evidence,
“or request consent from a defendant, after a defendant invokes his right to

counsel, in absence of counsel?

J) If a court were to successfully obtain consent for a declaration of a mistrial--
from a pro se defendant, after he has invoked his right to counsel-- is the

consent admissible, is the consent required to be made “intelligently”, and is

the “intelligent” consent required to be laid in detail on the record?

K) If a defendant requests for “standby counsel” in multiple pre-trial hearings
and 1is denied those requests by a judge-- would it constitute as bad faith
upon a judge, if a defendant invokes his right to counsel during trial and it
becomes the result of the mistrial? What sanctions would make a judge

accountable for their bad faith conduct?
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L) Is a defendant required to be convicted in violation of a double jeopardy

prohibition before he is allowed to invoke his constitutional protected right

of double jeopardy prohibition-- and receive relief, redress. remedy, or

protection of those rights on direct appeal?

M)Are constitutional rights only effective after disposition, post-convictions,
and on direct appeal-- or can their protection be utilized prior to disposition

during pre-trial detention (especially if it 1s fundamental)?

N) When a defendant is suffering an injury in violation of their Double
Jeopardy Prohibition rights of the Florida Constitution, and files a Writ of
Prohibition in the district court of appeals; Will the denial or dismissal of a
Writ of a Prohibition bar a petitioner access to the courts for redress of
that injury and be in violation of article I, section 21 of the Florida

Constitution?

O) When a petitioner files a meritorious Writ of Prohibition in the Florida
district court of appeals, expressing and demonstrating that the lower
tribunal is in excess of its jurisdiction and in violation of The Florida
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Constitution, and in violation of the petitioner’s double jeopardy rights -

therein— 1s the petitioner’s pending case in the lower tribunal required to be
disposed before he can receive redress of an injury, and required to first

receive a conviction in excess of the lower tribunal’s jurisdiction?

P) Does a repeated attempt to convict and re-prosecute a defendant for an

alleged offense-- in violation of the Florida Constitution and Double
Jeopardy Prohibition, subject a defendant to repeated embarrassment,
expenses, ordeal and compels a defendant to live in a continuing state of
anxiety, and insecurity, as well as enhancing the possibility that even though
innocent he may be found guilty? Or is that assertion by the Supreme Court
wrong? Would any other interpretation mean a defendant can be repeatedly
charged and prosecuted indefinitely even though he cannot be convicted

without requiring a reversal?

Q) Is Double Jeopardy Prohibitions in the Florida Constitution a fundamental
protected right for a citizen? Is a defendant entitled to utilize the protection

of Double Jeopardy at any time or only after a conviction on direct appeal?
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R) Are the following case authorities: Webster v. State, 968 So.2d 125 (Fla. 4th

DCA 2007), and Jackson v. State, 855 So.2d 178, 179 (Fla. 4th DCA 2003)

v rulings/grantal certified true and correct? If a petitioner has received a

ruling inconsistent with these listed case authorities, what recourse may a

petitioner receive to redress the issue?

S) What purpose would a Double Jeopardy Prohibition, protected right serve—
if a defendant is required to become convicted of an offense to receive

redress in violation of that right on direct appeal?

T) In the interests of justice-- If a court intentionally decides to intrude

or negligently violate a defendant’s constitutional rights after being

adequately informed--What sanctions do they face?

U) In the interests of justice-- How will it be beneficial for the
government, to knowingly intrude and violate a defendant’s double jeopardy
rights, have multiple trials, numérous proceedings, numerous motions,
numerous writs, numerous complaints, numerous bar violations, numerous

audits, lengthy appeals, and possible lawsuits on a case that cannot legally

be proceeded on (knowingly)? Will this be considered “abuse of process”,
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“malicious prosecution”, or “both”? Or will this conduct render a

government incompetent, and negligent?

V) In the interests of justice, to remove ambiguity within the law, to provide
direct guidance, and to deter abuse through clear, precise, and unescapable
language-- What remedy is a petitioner or defendant entitled to when a
Florida district court of appeals makes a ruling clearly inconsistent with the
law, yet is denied a rehearing, refused an opinion, or refused a certified a
question of public importance? Are they stuck with an erroneous ruling
inconsistent with the law? What sanctions do the Florida district court of

appeals face?

W) If a defendant or petitioner suffers any direct or collateral injuries by a
court, whether intentionally or negligently—Is a defendant entitled to |
financial compensation due to the damages caused (if they lose property (car
and apt/home), their job, their kids/family (under their care), their licenses,
school debt interruption, ruin credit score, and in result of a courts
misconducts results in a petitioner or defendant’s mental health treatment

whether through therapy, medication, etc., and mental anguish due to losing
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these things, or health issues that may not be properly accommodated while

being erroneously placed in jail)?

WHEREFORE, the reasons presented herein, the petitioner respectfully requests
this Honorable Court to grant a rehearing, or in the alternative issue a written
opinion, certify the presented questions of great public importance hefein, and any
other remedies this court deems necessary and just, under the totality of
circumstances. So many questions arise from this Court’s decision to dismiss the
petitioner’s Writ of Prohibition and is in contradiction of many case authorities,
and constitutions (both Florida and U.S.). A written opinion is extremely
necessary to clear up any present deviations of the law. These questions are in dire
need of certiﬁcati-on to make this court’s decision appear reasonable, unbiased, and
accordance with the law. Refusal to at least certify 1 question out of 23 questions
would appear to abuse your authority, deny access, and demonstrate a strong bias
for pro se litigants, and expose the lack within the interests if justice to prevent
these questions from recurring, and provide guidance as to how this courts decision
in this cause is somehow in accordance with the law to disturb any confusion that

may mislead anyone interested in an adequate conclusion.

82




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the forgoing has been e-filed
through the filing portal and serviced to respondents and all participating parties, in
regard to petition: The Honorable Fred Seraphin: fseraphin@jud1 1.flcourts.org, his
Judicial Assistant- Marie Thompson: mthompson@jud11.flcourts.org, Assistant
State Attorneys- Erica Arboleya: earboleya@saol7.state.fl.us, John Resnik:
jresnik@saol7.state.fl.us, Counsel Lisa Stewart: lisavlaw@gmail.com or
Istewart@rc-4.com, and her Secretary Daniel Roca: droca@rc-4.com of Broward

County, Florida, for lower tribunal Case # 18002120MM20A, on February 22",

2021, and the Judges for review on behalf of the 4% District Court of Appeals: The
Honorables: Jonathan David Gerber (Bar #982539): gerberj@flcourts.org, Burton
Comell Conner (Bar #2354551): connerb@flcourts.org, Edward L Artau (Bar #

764353): artaue@flcourts.org.

40| 5 agc et e e

83



mailto:earboleya@saol7.state.fl.us
mailto:jresnik@saol7.state.fl.us
mailto:lisavlaw@gmail.com
mailto:lstewart@rc-4.com
mailto:droca@rc-4.com
mailto:gerbeij@flcourts.org
mailto:connerb@flcourts.org
mailto:artaue@flcourts.org

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the font used in this motion, Times New Roman 14-
point, complies with Fla. R. App.P.9.100 (I).

/s/ Kevin Tyrell Beach

Respectfully Submitted,

Kevin Tyrell Beach

2092 Champions Way

North Lauderdale FL, 33068
*Email: beachkevinl(}@yahoo.com
Phone: 954-210-2008

/8/Kevin Beach
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA
FOURTH DISTRICT, 110 SOUTH TAMARIND AVENUE, WEST PALM BEACH, FL 33401

February 16, 2021

CASE NO.: 4D21-0546, 4D21-0663

L.T. No.: 18002120MM20A,
18002120MM10A,
CACE21-000127

KEVIN TYRELL BEACH v. 17TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT COURT, and
STATE OF FLORIDA

Appellant / Petitioner(s) Appellee / Respondent(s)

BY ORDER OF THE COURT:

ORDERED that this court consolidates the above cases for review. The petitions for
writ of prohibition are dismissed. Petitioner may raise the claims on direct appeal following

disposition of the pending lower court case LT18-2120MM.

GERBER, CONNER and ARTAU, JJ., concur.

Served:

cc. Attorney General-W.P.B. Kevin Tyrell Beach State Attorney-Broward
Clerk Broward Hon. Robert Diaz

kk

LONN WEISSBLUM, Clerk
© Fourth District Count of Appeal
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EXHIBIT B:




Additional material
from this filing is
available in the
Clerk’s Office.




